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PREFACE 


This book is an historical work. Although it deals with a 
question which is of immediate interest for the Christian faith, 
I have not felt at liberty to treat it with a different method 
than that which is accepted by historians in general, the only 
method by which it is possible to establish the reality of the 
facts of the past. In considering the historical aspect of the 
problem of Jesus, I do not deny that convinced Christians 
have a perfect right to look at the question from a different 
angle, and to regard Jesus from the point of view of his spiritual 
and religious significance. 

But this book is a work of religious history, and I have tried 
to understand the religious sentiments and ideas with which 
it confronts us. In so doing, however, I do not feel that I have 
departed from the historical method any more than the his¬ 
torians of art, who do not confine themselves to a mere catalogue 
of the works which they are studying, but try to understand 
them from the aesthetic point of view. 

The twofold nature of the problem of Jesus explains why 
it is that most of those who have dealt with it have satisfied 
neither the historians nor the devout, and that very often they 
have displeased both at the same time. For nineteen centuries 
the prophecy which was pronounced by the aged Simeon over 
the infant Jesus, “he shall be a sign which shall be spoken 
against 55 (Luke ii. 34), has never ceased to be fulfilled. This 
attempt of mine will meet the same fate. Some will charge 
me with failing to make sufficient use of the critical method 
because I have used the psychological method. Others will 
blame me for having tried to apply the historical method to 
a problem which, from their point of view, is not amenable 
to criticism. They are pained, and, indeed, scandalized, by 
what they regard as a lack of respect for the Christian tradition. 
I hope that the representatives of both schools of thought will 
at least admit the honesty and sincerity of my effort. 

Is it necessary to say that I have the most profound respect 
for all forms of the Christian faith, even for those which are 
furthest from my own point of view? If I have been obliged, 
in many instances, and on essential points, to formulate con- 
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elusions which contradict the traditional beliefs, and may even 
wound the convictions of many people, may I say that I have 
done this out of respect for what I believe to be the truth, 
and never in order to hurt the feelings of those whose con¬ 
victions I do not share. If, in spite of the fact that I have been 
very watchful on this point, some expressions may have escaped 
me which may shock any Christian believer, Catholic or 
Protestant, I crave pardon in advance. 

In undertaking to retrace the origin of Christianity, to 
describe what Jesus was, what he did, and what he thought, 
to relate the story of his life (to the extent in which the docu¬ 
ments at our disposal render this possible), and to show how 
the Christian Church was the direct outcome of his life and 
his teaching—I do not deny that I am acting audaciously. 
For about a century, and with special intensity for the past 
twenty or twenty-five years, criticism has submitted the Gospel 
tradition to a process of merciless analysis, which has reduced 
the tradition to such a fragmentary condition that to many 
historians it has seemed impossible to combine these fragments 
into a coherent whole. In all that concerns the life of Jesus, 
many critics—who have no desire to use the scientific historical 
method in order to attack Christianity—are, if not actually 
sceptical, at least absolutely agnostic in their outlook. They 
believe that every attempt to reconstruct the story of his life, 
or even to sketch in the main lines of the narrative, is doomed 
to failure. Further on (in Chapter VII) you will find the 
reasons which I have given to show that, far from sharing 
this feeling, I feel that the moment has come to tackle the 
problem of Jesus afresh with a method based on the results 
attained by the criticism of the Gospels during the past thirty 
years. 

In a second volume I hope to be able to show how that 
faith in and attachment to Jesus which he had implanted in 
the hearts of his disciples, after a temporary eclipse at the 
moment of the Passion, reappeared in them as the affirmation 
of the resurrection of their master, and how on the foundation 
of this faith the Christian Church was founded and its doctrine 
developed. 

The way in which the story of Jesus is presented in this 
first volume is directly conditioned by the present state of 
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historical science. My effort has been directed towards the 
reconstruction of the main lines of the development of the 
Gospel narrative. In my opinion this is the point at which, 
at the present moment, it is most necessary to clear the way. 
This volume, which is already larger than I wished it to be, 
would have grown beyond measure if I had undertaken a 
systematic explanation of the tradition as a whole. I have 
preferred to confine my efforts to those elements which have 
seemed to me the most useful for helping me to disengage the 
framework of the life of Jesus. My ambition has been to give 
a sketch of the life of Jesus which might perhaps be open to 
development and enrichment, but in which my successors 
would find nothing to omit. In order to avoid all misunder¬ 
standing, I state quite frankly that I do not reject en bloc as 
legendary all the elements in the tradition of the Gospel 
history which I have not used. 

It has not always been possible to register at all points, with 
that absolute precision which might be desired, the degree of 
certitude, or of probability, for the solutions which I have 
adopted. In formulating them I have not always been able 
to avoid sounding rather dogmatic. I have tried, however, to 
distinguish between those conclusions which seemed to me to 
be well established and those which are only more or less 
probable conjectures. Further, it has seemed to me that in the 
present state of the question it would be more interesting to 
mark definitely the position which I have adopted in these 
matters than to use such careful and guarded language that 
the final impression on the mind of the reader would be hazy 
and blurred. 

In view of the aim of this work I have not deemed it 
necessary to give a complete analysis of the Gospel records, 
nor even of those which I have actually used. However care¬ 
fully such a process is carried out, to some extent it always 
betrays the original. I have assumed that I have the right 
to think that my readers will have by them either the Greek 
Testament itself or a good translation, which they will consult 
in order to follow the discussions in the following chapters. 

A book of this kind is based upon a mass of detailed researches, 
for in the Gospel tradition there is no point, however small 
or trivial it may appear, which may not provoke endless dis- 
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cussion. In order not to weary the reader, I have refrained 
from giving all the documentation which I could have given 
to justify my point of view, nor have I discussed all the theories 
which I do not accept. So far as technical discussions are 
concerned, it has seemed best to confine myself rigidly to the 
necessary minimum. On a certain number of points I have 
referred those who wish for further information to my earlier 
works. I hope that it will be realized that I have also examined 
with care the other questions to which I have proposed 
solutions. 

I owe much to the critics of the nineteenth and the twentieth 
centuries. The notes in which I refer to the works of various 
scholars do not give any adequate idea of the extent of this 
debt. It is greater than I have been able to indicate, and, 
indeed, greater than I myself can altogether realize. 

The solution of a problem like that of the life of Jesus can 
never be the work of one individual, nor of a single generation. 
I shall feel amply rewarded for my efforts if, profiting by the 
work of my predecessors, I have been able to offer a con¬ 
tribution which those who come after me will be able to 
utilize, in order to do better work and to carry the subject 
further than I have been able to do. 


AUTHOR’S NOTE 


The four Gospels are mentioned under the names of Matthew, 
Mark, Luke, and John, for the sake of convenience; this does 
not mean, however, that the present writer accepts the tradi¬ 
tional views on the authorship of the Gospels. 

When an asterisk is placed after a reference it shows that 
the passage in question occurs in one or two other Gospels. 

For the study of the problems raised by the Gospel narrative 
the most convenient edition of the New Testament is that of 
Eberhard Nestle [Novum Testamentum graece cum apparatu 
critico cuvavit J D. Eberhard Nestle, Editionem tertiam decimam 
noviscuris elaboravit, Erwin Nestle, Stuttgart, 1927). The critical 
apparatus of this edition, although valuable, does not dispense 
the reader from having recourse to works which are fuller and 
more complete, of which the most important is the complete 
edition of Tisghendorf [editio octava critica major , Leipzig, 1869- 
1872), until the appearance of the edition of this fundamental 
work which is being prepared by a group of English scholars. 

A Synopsis is an indispensable tool for the student. The best is 
that of Albert Hugk, Synopse der drei ersten Evangelien , Anhang: 
Die Johannesparallelen* Tubingen, 1931. 

May I venture to recommend the version of the New Tes¬ 
tament which I have published in collaboration with my 
colleague Henri Monnier and a group of exegetes [Le Nouveau 
Testament , traduction nouvelle d'apres les meilleurs textes avec intro¬ 
ductions et notes sous la direction de Maurice Goguel et Henri 
Monnier, Paris, Payot, 1929). 

The manuscripts and versions of the New Testament are 
mentioned according to the system of Gregory, which is now 
universally adopted. The Novum Testamentum of Nestle and 
the Synopse of Huck both give the table with the usual sigla. 

The works of Flavius Josephus [A. J. = Antiquities , G . J. = 
Jewish War , V. = Vita, Hal . = Halosis [the Slavonic version 
of the Jewish War)] are quoted according to the traditional 
division, supplemented by the indication of the paragraphs of 
the edition of Niese (the same arrangement is followed in the 
edition issued by Thackeray). 


TRANSLATOR’S NOTE 


The author has read this translation in proof; he has intro¬ 
duced a certain number of changes into the text and the 
notes for the English edition. Substantially, however, this 
work is a full and unabridged translation of the Vie de Jesus 
which first appeared in March 1932. 

The quotations from the Bible have been rendered from the 
Authorised Version. 

In The Christ-passage from Josephus , on pages 84 and 85, the 
translator has followed the rendering given by G. R. S. Mead, 
in The Gnostic John the Baptizer , pp. 106-107. (J. M. Watkins, 

1924.) 

In the passages quoted from the Book of Enoch the version 
used is that of Dr. R. H. Charles ( The Book of Enoch or 
I Enoch , pp. 85-88 and 124-125 (in part). Translated from 

the Editor’s Ethiopic Text. Clarendon Press. 1912.) 

■ 

OLIVE WYON 

London, 

March 1933 
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CHAPTER I 

THE LIFE OF JESUS IN RESEARCH 

Albert Schweitzer, referring to Lives of Jesus of the imagina¬ 
tive type, once said: “When you have read two or three of 
them you have read them all!” 1 We might say exactly the 
same thing about the Lives written by Catholics, conservative 
Protestants, Liberals, Rationalists, and the exponents of the 
myth theory. It seems as though all the historians who attempt 
to portray the life of Jesus were condemned to turn round and 
round within the same circle of ideas, as though they were com¬ 
pelled to choose from a very limited number of combinations. 

But although an historical survey of the Lives of Jesus 2 may 
seem somewhat monotonous, the subject is one of very real 
interest. First of all, it is the history of nineteen centuries of 
Christianity and its opponents, for every kind of theological 
system, every form of piety, and even every attack on Christi¬ 
anity, is reflected in an interpretation of the facts of the Gospel 
story. It is also the history of a long and patient effort. At 
first sight this movement appears to be confused and dis¬ 
orderly; it is often arrested by periods of stagnation, and by 
curious reactionary phases; if, however, it is observed from 
a sufficiently detached point of view, it becomes evident that 
it bears the marks of unceasing progress3; thus, very gradually, 

1 Schweitzer: Geschichte der Leben-Jesu-Forschung 2 , Tubingen, 1913, p. 358* 

2 In Xockler, art. Jesus-Christus , R.E., IX, pp. 1-43, and in Schweitzer 
there is a great deal of bibliographical information, although it is far from 
being complete, and, so far as Catholic works are concerned, in the en¬ 
cyclopaedia Le Christ , published by the Abbes Bardy and Tricot, Paris, 
1932. (So far as the works of non-Catholics are concerned, the information 
in this encyclopaedia leaves much to be desired.) 

3 It is true that even in the twentieth century books have been issued which 
might have been written two or three centuries earlier, as, for instance, 
harmonies like that of Alexandre Westphal {Jesus de Nazareth , Lausanne, 
1914) or those of P. P. Lagrange and Lavergne {Synopsis evangelica , Paris, 
Barcelona, 1926; Synopse des quatre Isvangiles , Paris, 1927). This is merely an 
instance of survival. 
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an historical problem emerges from a religious and theological 
problem, and the questions which this raises have been formu¬ 
lated in such a way that they are gradually brought into 
closer harmony with the character and the data of the actual 
documents. 

I. The Problem of the Life of Jesus before the 
Eighteenth Century 

The problem of the life of Jesus did not become an historical 
problem until after the eighteenth century. From the sixteenth 
century until that time, Christian people, Protestants as well 
as Catholics, believed that the teaching of Jesus was in absolute 
harmony with the teaching of their respective Churches, and 
they believed that in the four Gospels they possessed a very 
reliable narrative of the story of their Lord. Their one idea 
was so to harmonize and paraphrase the four accounts of the 
evangelists that they might be given in a form suitable to 
the mentality of the faithful. This endeavour gave rise to 
various “Harmonies” of the Gospels, and also to works in 
which the Gospel story is paraphrased in order to make it 
easier to understand. 

The first Harmony of this kind was that of Tatian. Written 
first of all in Greek, or possibly directly in Syriac—even yet 
this point has not been definitely settled—the Diatessaron seems 
to have been the first form in which the Christians of Syria 
possessed the Gospel in their own tongue. This book was in 
use for a long time, in spite of repeated efforts to reintroduce 
the separate Gospels. 

Tatian’s service to the Churches of Syria had no counterpart 
in the Christian communities which spoke Greek or Latin. 
The tendency towards concentration which, about the middle 
of the second century, had already set aside the four Gospels, 
which were destined to form part of the New Testament Canon, 
did not lead to the final triumph of one of these Gospels, or 
to their fusion with each other. The existence of four parallel 
but distinct narratives forms one of the paradoxes of the 
history of the Canon of the New Testament. The explanation 
lies in the fact that at that time the Church was forced to 
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defend her position against the attacks of the followers of 
Marcion, the Gnostics, and the Montanists. The Church erected 
an insuperable barrier against the attacks of the heretics by 
taking the evangelical literature which was dien in use and 
crystallizing it, thus transforming an actual custom into a 
binding tradition. This transformation took place during the 
third quarter of the second century. It ended with Irenaeus 
and the Muratorian Canon. From that time the harmonizing 
process could no longer touch the Gospels; all it could do in 
the way of development was to supply a sort of commentary 
on their text. 

The most important work of this kind was that of the 
Reformed theologian Andrew Osiander. This book was pub¬ 
lished at Basle in 1537, under a title which needs no explanation: 
Greek and Latin Gospel Harmony in four books , in which the Gospel 
story is combined according to the four Evangelists , in such a way that no 
word of any one of them is omitted , no foreign word added , the order 
of none of them is disturbed , and nothing is displaced , in which , how¬ 
ever, the whole is marked by letters and signs which permit one to see 
at a first glance the points peculiar to each evangelist , those which he 
has in common with the others , and with which of them. 1 

In order to carry through a programme of this kind the 
writer was obliged to admit that where a word or an action 
of Jesus was reported two or three times in a slightly altered 
form, or was perhaps placed in a slightly different order, 
Jesus must have said the same thing or accomplished the 
same action two or three times over. 2 

1 Harmoniae evangelicae libri IV graece et latine in quibus evangelica 
historia ex quatuor evangelistis ita in unum est contexta, ut nullius verbum 
ullum omissum, nihil alienum immixtum, nullius ordo turbatus, nihil non 
suo loco positum, omnia vero litteris et notis ita distincta sint ut quid 
cujusque evangelistae proprium, quid cum aliis et cum quibus commune sit, 
primo statim aspectu deprehendere queas. 

2 Thus, to give one instance only, some have held that Jesus cleansed the 
Temple on three separate occasions: (i) at the beginning of his ministry, 
according to John; (ii) on the day of his Triumphal Entry into Jerusalem, 
according to Matthew and Luke; and (iii) on the day after the Triumphal 
Entry, according to Mark. Calvin, in his Commentarii in harmoniam ex 
Matthaeo , Marco et Luca compositam (1555) (on Matt. xx. 29, Opera Calvini , 
45, col. 560), characterizes Osiander’s method as superficial; at the same 
time, Calvin himself also made similar combinations regarding, for instance, 
the genealogies of Jesus given by Matthew and by Luke. 
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The rigour of the principle laid down by Osiander was 
slightly modified by following writers, as, for instance, in 
the Harmonia quatuor evangelistarum by the Lutheran Martin 
Chemnitz 1 and in a series of harmonies which were published 
during the seventeenth century and at the beginning of the 
eighteenth, among which the most well-known are those by 
Father Bernard of Montereuil, the Calvinistic theologian 
Leclerc, and Nicolas Toinard. 2 3 

These works prepared the way for the transition from the 
problem of the Gospel Harmony to that of the synopsis 3 ; the 
aim of the latter is no longer how to combine the four accounts 
into one, but to study their relation with each other. 

The Lives of Jesus which appeared before the eighteenth 
century are still less scientific than the Harmonies. They are 
literary compositions, sometimes poems, designed for edifica¬ 
tion and instruction. It is sufficient to mention the Historiae 
evangelicae libri quatuor by the Spanish priest Juvencus (towards 
300), an epic poem in more than three thousand verses; the 
paraphrase of the Fourth Gospel by Nonnus of Panopolis 
(towards 400), who, before his conversion, had written a 
poem in honour of the mysteries of Bacchus, the Paschale 
Carmen in verse, and the Opus paschale in prose, of Caelius 
Sedulius, which dates from the second half of the fifth 
century. 

For the Middle Ages we may mention the following: in 
the thirteenth century there is the Vita Christi by St. Bona- 
ventura; in the fourteenth century the Vita Jesu Christi a 

1 Continued and published after his death by his disciple, Polycarpe 
Leyser (1593-1611); completed and issued in a second edition by J. 
Gerhard (1652). 

2 P. Bernard de Montereuil: La Vie du Sauveur du inonde , Jesus-Christ , 
tiree du texte des IVlsvangiles reduit en tin corps d'histoire , Paris, 1639. J. Clericus : 
Harmonia evangelica cui subjecta est historia Christi ex quatuor Evangeliis concinnata , 
Amsterdam, 1699. Nicolas Toinard: Evangeliorum harmonia graeco-latina , 
Paris, 1707. 

3 The term synopsis was created by Griesbach {Synopsis evangeliorum 
Matthaei, Marci, et Lucae, Halle, 1774-1776; *1797, 3 i 8c> 9, 41822). In the 
second edition the Johannine parallels are added for the account of the 
Passion. The order followed is now that of Matthew, and now that of Mark. 
It would be useless to enumerate all the synopses which have been published. 
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quatu or evangeliiset scriploribus orthodoxis concinnata by the Stras¬ 
bourg monk, Ludolph of Saxony; 1 and the De Gestis Domini 
of Simon of Cascia. 

The first Life of Jesus of modern times, that of the Jesuit 
Father Jerome Xavier, nephew of Saint Francois Xavier, was 
composed in Portuguese in 1602, and translated into the 
Persian language by a native of Lahore 2 3 in order to give to 
the Mongol King Akbar (1542-1605) a favourable idea of 
the doctrine preached by the missionaries. This Life of Jesus 
was translated into Latin by the Reformed theologian Louis 
de Dieu 3 in order to show what liberties the Jesuit missionaries 
had taken with the text. 

Sometimes these Lives of Jesus appeared in dramatic form. 
This was the case, for example, in the Xpuards Tracrx^v (eleventh 
century), a tragedy in 2,640 verses on the death and resurrec¬ 
tion of Jesus, and in the French mystery plays of the Middle 
Ages. Finally, we ought to mention the Bible narratives of the 
Middle Ages which hold the balance fairly evenly between 
paraphrase and translation. 

Even after the birth of the science of historical criticism 
people still went on harmonizing and paraphrasing the Gospels. 
This kind of literature, conceived from a point of view which 
science had outgrown, is not always entirely devoid of value. 
It is impossible to deny the literary value of some of these 
Lives of Jesus , and we can only pity those whose minds are so 
closed to spiritual things that they cannot appreciate that 
which this or that author has put of his own soul into a work 
which may be entirely devoid of scientific value. In such works 
we often find valuable material on archaeology, geography, 
and history, as well as illuminating glimpses of the setting of 
the Gospel narrative. They also contain remarks of real value 

1 This work was extremely popular at the end of the fifteenth and the 
beginning of the sixteenth century. It has been translated into French, 
Catalan, Portuguese, and Castilian. In French, fourteen editions were 
published between 1502 and 1534; it was a bo reprinted at Lyons in 1641, 
1642, and 1644. Cf. LucffiN Febvre: Les origines de la reforme /ranfalse, 
R.h., CLXI, 1929, p. 47, n. 1. 

* And later in Latin. 

3 Historia Christipersice conscripta simulque multis modis contaminata a Hieronymo 
Xavier jatine reddita et animadvertationibus notata a Ludovico de Dieu, 
Lugduni Batavorum, 1639. 
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on points of method, and criticisms of certain obscurities and 
errors which have escaped the notice of the authors of several 
Lives of Jesus. 1 


II. The Birth of Criticism 

Two conditions must be fulfilled before the life of Jesus can 
be treated as a problem of history. The first is this: all pre¬ 
conceived dogmatic ideas of the Person and Work of Christ 
must be entirely ruled out of court; and the second: the 
question of the sources must be ventilated; that is to say, 
the problems of the composition of the Gospels, of their relation 
to each other, of their character and of their documentary 
value, must be studied with care. In the eighteenth century, 
at least in certain circles, the first condition was fulfilled to 
some extent, sufficiently at least to allow the critical studies 
of the life of Jesus to enjoy a period of initial success. But 
the literary criticism of the Gospels was still in such an 
elementary state that the work which had been done in 
the eighteenth century had to be done all over again in the 
nineteenth century. 

1 Of these Lives of Jesus we will quote as examples, among the Catholic 
works, those of Sepp (1843-1846) (German), Veuillot (1864), Schegg 
(1874) (German), Le Camus (1883), P. Didon (1891), Fillion (1922), 
F. Klein ( 1931 ), Lebreton (1931), Lepin (in the Encyclopaedia, “ Christ ,” 
1932); among those written by Protestants, those of Neander (1837) 
(German), Riggenbach (1858) (German), Ellicott (i860) (English), 
De Pressensi* (1865), Schaff (1865) (English), Farrar* (1874) (English), 
Bovon (1893), Wabnitz (1904-1906). Henri Monnier: Dictionnaire 
encycloptdique de la Bible de A. Westpiial (art. Jesus-Christ, I, Paris, 1932). 
The wide knowledge of the literature of the Talmud gives a peculiar value 
to the work of Wabnitz. A special place among Catholic Lives of Jesus 
must be assigned to the recent works of P. P. de Grandmaison {Jesus-Christ, 
sa personne, son message, ses preuves, Paris, 1928) and Lagrange {L'fivangile 
de Jesus-Christ, Paris, 1928). The former book is not a Life of Jesus in the 
literal sense of the word: one might search it in vain for a connected 
narrative of the facts of the life of Jesus. It is also rather a dogmatic than 
an historical work. P. de Grandmaison begins with the Catholic doctrine 
of Jesus Christ and tries to show that this has been in no way shaken by 
the theories and negations of modern historians. P. Lagrange, for his part, 
confines his efforts to a commentary on the Gospel narrative. 
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Biblical criticism, prepared by the admirable work of Richard 
Simon, was born when the influence of the English Deists, of 
Voltaire, of the Encyclopedists and of Holbach in France, 
of the Rationalism of the Enlightenment in Germany, had 
liberated the minds of men—or of some among them—from 
the yoke of dogma. Voltaire in particular, with a very su^e 
instinct, knew how to place his finger on the weak spots in 
the traditional conception of the story of Jesus. What he says, 
for instance, about the witness of Josephus to Jesus reveals a 
very penetrating critical sense. 

The honour, however, of having produced the first essay 
in systematic criticism of the story of Jesus belongs to Germany. 
This was the work oT x a professor of Oriental languages at 
Hamburg, Hermann Samuel Reimaru s (169 4-1768). 1 He was 
not free from dogmatic bias. The manuscript of 4,000 pages 
which he left behind him at his death, and which is preserved 
in the Library of Hamburg, is an apology for Natural Religion. 
He took up the study of the Gospel story in order to prove 
that ecclesiastical Christianity had no right to claim for itself 
the life and the teaching of Jesus. Between 1774 and 1778 
Lessing published seven portions of the work of Reimarus 
under the title of Fragmente des wolfenbiittelschen Ungenannten. 
The last two fragments deal with the life of Jesus and are 
called: The Story of the Resurrection and The Aims of Jesus and 
of His Disciples. In the latter study Reimaru s argues that, <?• 
fundamentally, Jesus always remained a Jew. In using the 
terms “ the Kingdom of God ” and the “Messiah” he was 
simply following the usage of the Jews of his own day. The 
idea of founding a new religion was quite foreign to him. 
What he wanted to do was to re-establish Jewish national 
independence, to place himself at the head of his people as 
“Son of God,” that is to say, as the Messianic King, for in 
his mind the expression “Son of God” had no metaphysical 
significance. On two different occasions he thought he was 
on the verge of realizing his programme: first of all when he 
sent out the Twelve on their mission, and secondly, when he 
made the Triumphal Entry into Jerusalem, revealing himself 
as the Coming One, the Expected King, acclaimed by the 
Hosannas of his own followers, and when, as Master, he cast out 
' On Reimarus, see Schweitzer, pp. 13-26. 
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those who sold and bought in the Temple, in the very teeth of 
the scribes and the Pharisees. But this second attempt of Jesus 
provoked a violent reaction, and in the struggle which ensued 
Jesus perished. His disciples, who at first were utterly stunned 
by the blow, recovered their self-control, and, in order to 
avoid returning to the laborious and difficult life which they 
had led before Jesus had dazzled their vision with his hopes 
of the Messianic Kingdom, they imagined the idea of a Second 
Coming of the Messiah, guaranteed by a resurrection which 
they invented, and created the idea of a spiritual redemption 
by his death, which, instead of the defeat which it was in 
reality, was thus transformed into the pledge of a new 
hope. 

There are two significant points in this daring interpretation 
of the Gospel story. The first is this: that Reimarus laid great 
emphasis upon the hopes of the future which Jesus had painted 
in glowing colours for his disciples; and the second: that 
Reimarus was the first to recognize the capital importance 
of the development from Jesus to the Church. No thinker 
followed up the thought of Reimarus on either of these points, 
and for a long time after his death the problems which he 
had raised fell into oblivion. This may have been due to the 
fact that his solutions were considered too arbitrary and super¬ 
ficial. It was not until Ferdinand Christian Baur came upon 
the scene that the problem of Jesus and the Church was 
raised once more, and then only in a very general way, for 
Baur’s attention was directed far more towards the interpre¬ 
tation of Apostolic Christianity than towards the interpretation 
of Jesus 1 ; even at the present time criticism does not attach 
sufficient importance to this question: How did Christianity 
issue from the work and teaching of Jesus? On the other hand, 
the problem of eschatology had to wait until nearly the year 
1890 before it again occupied the attention of Christian 
scholars. 

1 Baur only touched the problem of Jesus incidentally, as, for instance, 
in a controversial work directed against Uhlhorn ( Die Tiibinger Schule und 
ihre Stellung zur Gegenwart, Tubingen, 1859, M860, especially pp. 30 f.); 
he has not dealt with this subject in any work of the same rank as his 
Paul us der Apostel Jesu C'hristi, Stuttgart, 1845 (revised by Zeller) 2, Leipzig, 
1866-1867. Th e Kritische Untersuchungen iiberdie Kanonischen Evangelien, Tubin¬ 
gen, 1847, only deals with the literary problem of the Gospels. 
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The “fragments” of Reimarus made a great sensation and 
gave much offence. John Solomon Semler published a refuta¬ 
tion of these ideas 1 in which, without taking up the question 
in all its bearings, he discussed some of the statements of 
Reimarus and claimed that the material images borrowed 
by Jesus from Judaism should be interpreted in a spiritual sense. 

The ideas of Reimarus did not influence the movement which 
ensued, either positively or negatively. They are more like 
a prologue than a beginning. The work of the Rationalists, 
which extended from the middle of the eighteenth century 
until towards 1830, developed independently of the ideas of 
Reimarus. Without touching the dogmatic conception of the 
person of Jesus, the Rationalists tried to link together the 
different events in his life by making some of them explain 
the others. The older form of Rationalism, without, on that 
account, claiming to eliminate the idea of miracle altogether, 
tried to explain certain facts which are reported as miraculous 
by natural causes. It was only in a second phase, with the 
famous Faulus, that the ultimate consequences of this principle 
were evolved. But the Rational school lacks the historical sense. 
For it Jesus is a modern man, a moralist, a master of wisdom, 
in whom religion and reason are harmoniously combined. 2 3 
The man who represents Rationalism most fully is Heinrich ^ 
Eberhard Gottlob Faulus (1761-1851 ),3 who, with the excep¬ 
tion of the Virgin J 3 irth, eliminated all the miracles from the 
Gospel story by showing that the disciples attributed super¬ 
natural causes to facts which they had not fully understood. 
For instance, they believed that Jesus stilled the storm, but 

1 Beanlworlmg der Fragmente eines Ungenannten insbesondern vom Z wec ^ e 3 esu 
und seiner Jlinger, Halle, 1779. 

2 Among the principal Rationalists we may mention Hess (1741-1828), 
Reinhard (1753-1812), and in a certain sense also Herder (1744-1803), 
who, however, differs from the others in this, that he does not try to 
modernize Jesus, and that in writing on these questions he displays a spirit 
of intuition and taste which is absent from the majority of the older 
Rationalists. 

3 Philologisch-kritisches und historisches Kommentar iiber die drei ersten Evangelien , 
Liibeck, 1800, =1804. Dos Leben Jesu als Grundlage einer reinen Geschichte des 
Urchristentums , Heidelberg, 1828. Exegetisches Handbuch iiber die drei ersten 
Evangelien , Heidelberg, 1830-1833. 
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the real explanation is this: at the very moment when the 
disciples roused Jesus from sleep, the ship doubled a promontory 
and sailed into a zone of calm water, protected from the fury 
of the wind. 1 

In certain respects Schleiermacher’s position was the very 
opposite of Rationalism.\His Life of Jesus , however, which 
was published after his death (based on his first course of 
University lectures) 2 3 4 , Reminds us of the Rationalist school in 
its ideas, in this sense, that its tone is dogmatic rather than 
historical. It is based mainly upon the Fourth Gospel. The 
Rationalists pictured Jesus as the apostle of a reasonable and 
modern religion, whereas Schleiermacher discovered the Christ 
of his own theological position in the Gospel narrative. 

At the close of the eighteenth century another type of the 
Li f e °f Jesus appeared: the imaginative biography, which, in 
order to supplement the principles of history, had recourse to 
the imagination, sometimes by pretending to utilize documents 
which had been rediscovered in some mysterious way. In 
such instances the literary fiction sometimes borders on 
deceit. 

The first of these imaginative Lives y which served as models, 
and to a large extent also as sources for those which followed, 
are the works of Karl Friedrich Bafirdt (1741-1792)3 and of 
Karl Heinrich Venjunni (1768-1849)4. According to these two 
writers Jesus belonged to the sect of the Essenes, and had 
been systematically instructed and prepared by the masters 
of this Order in order to detach the Jews from their material 

1 We might also mention as Rationalist Lives of Jesus those of Karl- 
August Hase (1800-1890) {Das Leben Jesu zundchst fur akademische Studien , 
Leipzig, 1829) an( I of Christoph-Friedrich von Ammon (1766-1850) 
{Geschichte des Leben Jesu mit steter Riicksicht auf die vorhandenen Quellen, Leipzig, 
1842-1847). 

2 He gave this course for the first time in 1819 and for the last time in 1832. 
Schleiermacher s Life of Jesus was compiled from notes taken at this last 
course of lectures and published by Rutenick {Das Leben Jesu , Berlin, 1864). 

3 Ausfiihrung des Plans und £ 'weeks Jesu in Briefen an Wahrheit suchenden Lesern 3 
Berlin, 1784-1792 (11 vols.). 

4 Natiirliche Geschichte des grossen Propheten von Nazareth , Bethleem (Copen¬ 
hagen), 1800-1802, a 1806 (4 vols.). The work lias appeared without the 
name of the author. 
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form of Messianism. Aided by supernumaries behind the 
scenes, in the course of his ministry he achieved a series of 
actions ingeniously manipulated in order to make people 
believe that he possessed a supernatural power. The Res urrec- 
tion was a clever piece of dramatic production. Jesus, taken 
down from the cross in an unconscious condition, was tended 
in a cave by some Essene physicians, and then was able to 
show himself from time to time to those who believed that he 
had died. 1 

More recently Nicholas Notowitch 2 3 has asserted that before 
he began his ministry Jesus spent six years in India among 
some Buddhist priests. In support of this theory he invoked 
the aid of some alleged manuscripts found in a convent in 
Tibet, manuscripts which, in the opinion of specialists, either 
never existed at all or, if they did, were pure forgeries. 

Just as unconvincing as the Buddhist documents is the letter 
of the Egyptian doctor Benan, published in Germany in 1910; 
according to this document Egyptian priests at the temple at 
Heliopolis gave Jesus a regular training before they sent him 
out to preach in his native land .3 


Alongside of these imaginative Lives of Jesus there should also 
be mentioned (separately), the account of the Passion of 
Christ according to the visions of Anne Catherine Emmerich; v 

1 For various reasons we can add to the group of imaginative Lives of Jesus 
the works of Salvador ( Jesus-Christ, sa doctrine, Paris, 1838, 2 vols.), 
Gforer ( Kritische Geschichte des Urchristentums, Stuttgart, 1831-1838), of 
Ghillany (under the pseudonym of Richard von der Alm) (Theologische 
Briefe an Gebildeten deutscher Nation, 1863), Ludwig Noack (Aus der Jordan - 
wiege nach Golgotha , Mannheim, 1870), P. de Regla (Dr. P. A. Desjardins) 
(Jisus de Nazareth, Paris, 1891), Pierre Nahor (Emilie Lerou) ( Hiisous, 
Paris, 1903), E. Bose {La Vie esoterique de Jesus Christ et les origines orientales 
du christianisme, Paris, 1902), etc. 

* La Vie inconnue de Jesus-Christ, Paris, 1894. 

3 Ein Jugendfreund Jesu, Brief des aegyptischen Arztes Benan aus der Z eit Domitians 
hrg. von Ernst Edler von der Planitz, Berlin, 1910. The entire non¬ 
authenticity of the letter of Benan has been shown quite conclusively by 
C. Schmidt •(Der Benanbrief, Eine moderne Leben-Jesu-Fdlschung des Herrn 
Edler von der Planitz aufgedeckt, T.U.,^\, 1, Leipzig, 1921). Cf. also Julicher 
and Fascher, art. Benanbrief und aehnliche Leben-Jesu Fdlschungen, R.G.G 
I, cols. 886-888. 
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she saw these visions between the years 1820 and 1823, and 
she also received the stigmata. 1 These visions raise a problem 
in psychology, not one of history or of criticism. 

The Lives of Jesus of the imaginative type belong rather to 
imaginative literature than to the sphere of history. The one 
purpose they serve is that they reveal the inadequacy of the 
documents; this leads some critics to believe that it is impossible 
to write a Life of Jesus at all. 

III. From Strauss to the End of the Nineteenth 
Century 

V The Life of J«mj by_ David Friedrich Strauss (1808-1874) = 
was published in 1835. This is an important date in the history 
of the Lives of Jkster'Strauss believed that religion was based 
not upon facts but upon ideas. He held that ideas could play 
their part without manifesting themselves as visible phenomena. 
In consequence, he argued, it matters very little whether the 
Gospel records, in which religious ideas arc expressed, are 
historical or not. Thus Strauss came to the criticism of the 
Life of Jesus with an absolutely open mind, both from the 
religious and from the theological point of view. At this point 
t he .my th idea c rep t in, the important element in which was 
not the affirmation of non-reality but the idea that a supposed 
fact may be simply the symbolical expression of a higher truth. 
So far as tradition was concerned Strauss was freer than his 
predecessors; this was due to his point of view. But the slight 

1 There are numerous editions of this book. The best are those of Brentano, 
Sulzbach. 1834, and of Schmoger, Regensburg, 1858-1860, =1879. 

= Leben Jesu kritisch bearbeitet , Tubingen, 1835-1836 (the second volume 
appeared in 1835), 31838-1839, 41840. In the third edition Strauss made 
considerable concessions to his opponents. He seems to have done this in 
the hope that it would make it possible for him to be nominated to a chair 
in theology in the Faculty of Theology at Zurich; when, owing to the 
pressure of public opinion, his nomination was revoked, Strauss withdrew 
ail the concessions which he had made. The Life of Jesus by Strauss was 
translated by Littr£ (Paris, 1839, 31864). Cf. Streitschriften zur Verteidigung 
meiner Schrift iiber das Leben Jesu und zur Charakteristik der gegenwdrtigen 
Theologie , Tubingen, 1837. On Strauss consult Th. Ziegler, art. Strauss , 
XIX, pp. 76-92; Schweitzer, pp. 69-123, which contains a wealth 
of bibliographical information. 
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importance which he attached to facts exposed him to the 
temptation of slipping almost unconsciously into the “myth” 
interpretation. Another peculiarity of the Life of Jesus by 
Strauss (and this was also the reason why it was an epoch- 
making book) is this: before him, and often after him, the 
framework of the life of Jesus was made up of an arbitrary 
combination of data drawn from the Synoptic Gospels and 
also from the Fourth Gospel; Strauss, however, saw that the 
difference between the Synoptic Gospels and the Fourth Gospel 
created a dilemma; he found his own solution by deciding in 
favour of the Synoptic Gospels. 

The Life of Jesus by Strauss caused a great commotion. 
The long controversy which resulted from it 1 -raged round 
three principal points:'^the^myth theory, -.r>the relation 
between Jesus and the Christ,^and the question of the literary 
composition of the Gospels. Ultimately the discussion of the 
third and last point was by far the most important of the 
three in its bearing on the development of the problem as a f 
whole. 

One of the weak points in the system of Strauss was that 
! he had no definite theory about the composition of the Gospels 
i and the relative value of the witness of each of them; his 
I adversaries, on the other hand, were no better armed than he 
was himself. It almost looks as though there were a tacit recog¬ 
nition of the fact that no progress at all would be possible 
until this all-important question was settled; hence, for nearly 
thirty years the energies of the critics were devoted very 
largely to the study of the actual text of the Gospels. Between 
1835 an d 1863, that is to say, between Strauss and Renan, 
there took place that enormous labour upon the Gospels 
which is recalled by the names of Weiss, Wilke, Reuss, Albert 
Reville, of Baur and his disciples, to whom we must add, in 

1 The spirit of this controversy was extremely violent; one of the pamphlets 
which was written against Strauss, by Pastor Eschenmayer, is called: 
Der Ischariotismus wiserer Tage , Tubingen, 1835. To the honour of traditional 
theology we must note the fact that when Neander was consulted by the 
Prussian Government with a view to prohibiting the circulation of the 
book, Neander asked the Government not to suppress it by an edict, 
saying that the only way to defend the sacred interests of the Church was 
to refute the arguments it contained. (Schweitzer, p. 104. English edition, 
p. 102 (trans.).) 
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the following period, the names of Weiszacker, Holtzmann, 
and Bernhard Weiss. 1 

The Vie de Jesus which Renan wrote in Syria, and published 
on his return to Europe, 2 caused a still greater sensation than 
that of Strauss, and elicited a host of replies. Schweitzer says 
humorously: “Whoever wore a soutane and could wield a 
pen, charged against Renan, the bishops leading the van,” 3 
and the representatives of the Catholic Church were not the 
only champions who entered the lists .4 

Owing to its literary qualities, Renan’s Vie de Jesus (the 
first Vie de Jesus to appear in a Catholic country) reached an 
enormous public. Renan’s book is as easy to read as that of 
Strauss is difficult; consequently it was read by hosts of people 
who were neither initiated into nor even prepared for exegetical 
research. This fact was rather a hindrance to the progress of 


1 On these works, see Intr., I, pp. 67 IF., II, pp. 24 ff. 

2 This book was published on June 24, 1863, and in that year it ran into 
ten editions. Three others (the thirteenth, considerably revised) appeared 
in 1864. A popular abridged edition, which came out in 1864, ran into 
fifteen editions that year. H. Girard and H. Moncel (. Bibliographic des 
mimes de Ernest Renan, Paris, 1923, pp. 84-93) give a list (up to 1923) of 
205 editions in French and 216 in other languages. The Vie de Jesus by 
Renan has been translated into German, English, Danish, Spanish, Es¬ 
peranto, Greek, Dutch, Hungarian, Italian, Portuguese, Russian, Swedish, 
and Czech. 

3 A. Schweitzer: The Quest of the Historical Jesus, p. 188. 

4 Schweitzer (pp. 647—651) has compiled a list (composed from books 
in the Library at Strasbourg, thus certainly incomplete, and one that docs 
not contain articles and reviews in various journals) of eighty-five books or 
pamphlets whose publication was caused by the Vie de Jesus by Renan. 
Among the Catholic publications there are: Freppel : Examen critique de la 
Vie de Jesus de M. Renan, Paris, 1864; Gratry: Jesus-Christ. Reponse d M. 
Renan, Paris, 1864. Among the Protestant works of a conservative order: 
Beysciilag: Ueber das Leben Jesu von Renan, Berlin, 1864; N. Roussel: 
Les deux Jtsus, celui de M. Renan et celui de I'Hvangile, Paris, 1864; and 
especially E. de Pressense: Jesus-Christ, son temps, sa vie, son oeuvre, Paris, 
1865. Among the others: Colani: Examen de la Vie de Jesus de M. Renan, 
Strasbourg, Paris, 1864 (extract from the Revue de Theologie); Havet: 
Jesus dans Vhistoire, Examen de la Vie de Jesus de M. Renan, Paris, 1863 (extract 
from the Revue des Deux-Mondes); A. RSville : La Vie de Jesus de M. Renan 
devant les orthodoxes et devant la critique, Paris, Rotterdam, 1864; Scherer: 
La Vie de Jesus (an article appearing in Le Temps and reproduced m 
Melanges d'histoire religieuse, Paris, 1864, pp. 61-137). 
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these studies. There are certain questions—to which the life 
of Jesus belongs—which gain by being discussed at leisure 
by specialists, and to some extent by being brought as far 
forward as possible, before they come out into the full glare 
of publicity. Renan s Vie de Jesus , owing to the profound 
excitement which it caused (as can be well understood), has 
perhaps compromised, or at least delayed, the critical education 
of the French public which the Revue de Strasbourg had just 
begun. 

A great deal has been said, and rightly, of the literary charm 
of Renan’s book. The Vie de Jesus , as a work of art, has sur¬ 
vived, and will long outlive works of a scientific kind. But its 
literary merits have been exaggerated, 1 for although there 
is great charm of style in the book, this is too often spoilt by 
lack of taste. In the words of Schweitzer: “the gentle Jesus, 
the beautiful Maries, the fair Galilean women who form the 
escort of the charming carpenter,’ might have simply stepped 
out of the windows of one of the ecclesiastical art shops on the 
Place Saint-Sulpice.” 2 Too often the glamour of the style 
conceals vagueness of thought and of historical construction. 
Colani was possibly not altogether wrong when he said: 

AI. Renan thinks too much of beauty and not enough of the 
truth. 3 The final effect of the book as a whole is fugitive 
and intangible. What Renan puts forward with one hand he 
takes away with the other. His critical position is uncertain. 
The discourses of the Fourth Gospel are rejected, but the 
se tting is retained, apart from any theory to justify such treat¬ 
ment of the subject, and it is impossible to escape the impression 
that Renan used the Fourth Gospel simply in order to balance 
his story. Jesus is presented as a kind of gentle dreamer who 
wanders through the countryside of Galilee smiling at life, 

1 Some authors have some adverse criticisms to make about the style of 
the Vie de Jesus . Marcel Proust (Pour un ami , Revue de Paris , November 15, 
i 9 2 °j P- I 7 I ) calls the Vie de Jesus of Renan “une esp&ce de Belle Hel&ne 
du christianisme” (“a kind of Beautiful Helen in Christianity ,5 ); and Marie 
Leneru (Journal, Revue de France , July 1, 1921, p. 61) says that the tone of 
the Vie de Jesus “a l’abondance ecclesiastique, le debit facile et fleuri d’un 
cure beau diseur et un peu fat!” (“has the clerical fluency, the easy and 
flowery utterance of a cure who is a fine talker and a bit of a cockscomb!”). 

3 A. Schweitzer: The Quest of the Historical Jesus , p. 182 (Eng. trans.). 

3 Revue de tIMogie, I, 1863, p. 378, n. 1. 
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whom his followers draw into a sombre drama which turns 
him into a wonder-worker, and a candidate for the Messiah- 
ship, and brings him to his death. The birth of Christianity 
was not due to any creative impulse given by him, but to the 
passion of an unbalanced visionary who gave the world the 
story of a God who rose again. 

Renan’s work did, however, achieve one thing, and it was 
this: he brought forward the problem of the life of Jesus in 
such a~ way that henceforward it was impossible to withdraw 
ipfom tOs leading position. 

Among the appreciations of the work of Renan, that ol 
Edmond Scherer 1 is singularly penetrating; it anticipates views 
which were only to be developed fifty years later, and on that 
account it is worth quoting one or two passages. He says that 
there are two ways of conceiving what a Life of Jesus should 
be. “Perhaps science would be most worthy of its name, in 
this respect, if it were to confess that a proper biography is 
impossible.” We ought to confine ourselves to “grouping under 
certain heads all that an intelligent criticism can say about 
the Gospels. This would give rise to a series of dissertations 
rather than to a Vie de Jesus, but we would then have a work 
which even by its very gaps would make us see and feel both 
the actual situation and the state of this problem.” 

Renan’s efforts, however, were directed mainly towards the 
reproduction-—not so much of the documents themselves, as 
of the impression which They made upon his mind. He gives 
us his otvn personal interpretation, the intuition of the aitist 
supplements the scarcity of the historical material. “The 
public,” Scherer remarks, “does not like doubt; it resigns 
itself with difficulty to that supreme form of science which is 
to know that one knows nothing” (pp. 86-89). 

From the attitude of Scherer it is interesting to pass on to 
that of the great exegete of Strasbourg: Edward Reuss. It 
is characteristic of his work that in the whole vast field of 
Biblical research covered by Reuss there is no Life oj Jesus. 
This was due to the fact that Reuss felt that the absence of a 
real connexion between the facts reported in the Gospels 
constituted an insuperable obstacle to the construction of a Life 


• The Vie de Jesus in Melanges d’histoire religieuse, pp. 61-137. 
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of Jesus; 1 this allows us to conclude that Colani was expressing V 
the general feeling of the school of Strasbourg when he wrote 
in his Review: “We opened M. Renan’s book with sympathetic! v 
curiosity. We closed it with a sense of keen disappointment. 

It did not contain what we hoped to find in its pages.” 2 3 

Although, at the moment when Renan’s Vie de Jesus was pub¬ 
lished, the critics of the Strasbourg school could judge that it 
was the work of a writer more concerned with art than with 
criticism, and one who was insufficiently aware of the com¬ 
plexity of the problems involved, it was not long before people 
saw that the situation was quite different; it was the progress 
realized by the study of the Gospels which gave rise to the 
feeling—possibly prematurely—that the moment had come to 
make a fresh attempt on the lines laid down by Strauss. 
Actually, Renan’s Vie de Jesus was followed by several others, 
which may be characterized by the somewhat infelicitous 
but inevitable term used by Schweitzer, as “liberal” in 
tendency. 3 


1 See the characteristic passages of Reuss which have been quoted in my 
work entitled: Critique et histoire. A propos de la Vie de Jesus , Paris, 1928, 
pp. 20 ff. “In the circle of the intimate friends of Reuss, we learn from 
A. Causse {La Bible de Reuss et la renaissance des etudes d'histoire religieuse en 
France , R.h.p.r., IX, 1929, p. 27, n: 64), people did not speak very kindly 
of Renan,” and he quotes a passage from a letter of Scherer to Reuss of 
March 22, 1886, which passes a very severe criticism on the author of the 
Vie de Jesus. “We are assured, he says, that Reuss quoted it more than once 
with great approval.” 

2 La Vie de Jesus de M. Renan } Revue de theologie , II, 1864, p. 57. 

3 Among them we will name, without pretending in any way to give a 
complete list, the second Life of Jesus by Strauss {Das Leben Jesu fur das 
deutsche Volk bearbeitet , Leipzig, 1864, translated into French by Nefftzer 
and Dolfus, Paris, 1864. Cf. Der Christus des Glaubens und der Jesus der 
Geschichte, Berlin, 1865, against the Life of Jesus by Schleiermacher, 
published in 1864), the works of Daniel Schenkel {Das Charakterbild 
Jesu , Wiesbaden, 1864, 4 1873), of Keim {Die Geschichte Jesu von Nazar a in 

ihrem Verhaltniss mit dem Gesamtleben seines Volkes frei untersucht und ausfiihrlich 
erzdhlt , Zurich, 1869-1872, 3 vols.; Geschichte Jesu nach den Ergebnissen 
heutiger Wissenschaft fur weitere Kreise iibersichllich erzdhlt , Zurich, 1872, 
41 875), the second Life of Jesus by Karl Hase {Geschichte Jesu nach akade- 
mischen Vorlesun gen, Leipzig, 1876), the works of Sabatier {Essai sur les 
sources de la Vie de Jesus, Paris, 1866; article Jesus-Christ in the Encyclopedic 
of Lichtenberger, VII, Paris, 1880, pp. 341-401), of B. Weiss {Das Leben 
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These works are very varied in character. In all the questions 
concerned (Synoptic or Johannine setting, Messianic con¬ 
sciousness, the essential content of the thought of Jesus, the 
eschatological question) we meet samples of every kind of 
critical and theological opinion, from one extreme to the other. 
All these Lives of Jesus , however, possess a certain family like¬ 
ness : they present the problem in the same way; and the 
majority, and above all the older ones, tend to modernize 
Jesus, and to make him the type of the religious man. Many 
of these works eliminate or spiritualize the eschatological state¬ 
ments reported in the Gospels, and finally, and possibly this 
is the most typical fact of all, they all try to make up for the 
insufficient connexion between the facts recorded in the Gospels 

Jesu, Berlin, Stuttgart, 1882, 31884), °f W. Beyschlag ( Das Leben Jesu, 
Halle, 1885-1886, 31893), °f E. Stapfer ( jesus-Christ avant son ministere, 
Paris, 1896; Jesus-Christ pendant son ministire , Paris, 1897, *1899; La mort 
et la resurrection de jesus-Christ, Paris, 1898), of Albert R£ville (, Jisus de 
Nazareth, Etudes critiques sur les antecedents de Vhistoire euangeiique et la Vie de 
Jesus, Paris, 1897, 3 1906), of Oskar Holtzmann [Das Leben Jesu , Tubingen, 

1 go 1. Cf. War Jesu Ekstatiker? Tubingen, 1903), of R. Otto {Leben und 
Wirken Jesu nach historisch-kritische Auffassung, Gottingen, 1902), of K. Furrer 
{Das Leben Jesu Christi , Leipzig, 1902, *1905), of P. W. Schmidt {Die 
Geschichte Jesu , Tubingen, 1899-1904), of Loisy {Les Evangiles synoptiques , 
Ceffonds, 1909, I, pp. 203-253. This part of the Introduction was published 
separately in Jesus et la tradition euangeiique , Paris, 1910), of C. Piepenbring 
{Jesus historique , Paris, 1909, Strasbourg, Paris, 1922), of Heitmuller 
{Jesus, Tubingen, 1913), of Wernle {Jesus, Tubingen, 1916), of Lepsius 
{Das Leben Jesu, Potsdam, 1918), of Joseph Klausner {Jesus of Nazareth, 
His Life, Times, and Teaching, translated from the original Hebrew by 
H. Danby 2 , London, New York, 1925, 3 1927. The original Hebrew was 
published in Jerusalem in 1922; it came out in a German translation in 
1930), of Case {Jesus, a New Biography, Chicago, 1927), of Headlam {The 
Life and Teaching of Jesus the Christ, London, 1923; Jesus Christ in History and 
Faith, London, 1925). A special place should be reserved for works like 
those of Maurenbrecher ( Von Nazareth zu Golgotha, Berlin, Schonebergj, 
1909) or of Kautsky {Der Ursprung des Christentums, Stuttgart, 1908), which 
regard the movement which Jesus inspired as a social movement, or that 
of R. Eisler 1 HEOYE BAEIAEYE OY BAEIAEYEAE, Heidelberg, 
1928-1930), who regards it mainly as a political movement, of which in 
the New Testament writings we have only an altered picture, due to the 
work of men of a quietist tendency. For a discussion of Eisler’s theories we 
venture to refer the reader to our own articles: Je'sus et le messianisme politique, 
R.h., CLXII, 1929, pp. 217-267, and Les theories de M. Robert Eisler, 
R.h.p.r., X, 1930, pp. 177-190. 
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by having recourse to the method of psychological reconstruc¬ 
tion and interpretation. 1 ; 

It is not saying too much to speak of a consensus of criticism 
of the Lives of Jesus at the end of the nineteenth and the 
beginning of the twentieth century. 


IV. The Problem of the Life of Jesus in the 
Twentieth Century 


At the present time there seems, very little left of the ideas 
upon which critics seemed to be agreed a quarter of a century 
ago. Even the most decided opponents of mythical theories 
seem to agree to-day only about the fact of the condemnation 


1 We ought at least to mention the attempts which have been made in 
various quarters to treat the problem of Jesus from the point of view of 
psychology, psycho-pathology, and, more recently, of psycho-analysis. 
As types of the first kind we may mention the works of Loosten {Jesus 
Christus vom Standpunkt des Psychiaters , Bamberg, 1905), Rasmussen {Jesus, 
eine vergleichende psychopathologische Studie, Leipzig, 1905), of Binet-Sangle 
{La Folie de Jisus , Paris, 1910, ff.), of Schaeffer {Jesus in psychiatrischer 
Beleuchtung , Berlin, 1910). (For these works as a whole, cf. Schweitzer: 
Die psychiatrische Beurteilung Jesu, Darstellung und Kritik , Tubingen, 1913.) 
Of St. Hall {Jesus the Christ in the Light of Psychology , New York, 1917), 
of W. E. Bundy {The Psychic Health of Jesus , New York, 1922), of C. A. 
Bernouilli {Jesus wie sie ihn sahen, Eine Deutung der drei ersten Evangelien, 
Basel, 1928). As types of the second kind of work we may mention Berguer : 
Quelques traits de la Vie de Jesus au point de vue psychologique et psychanalylique, 
Geneva, Paris, 1920. Cf. C. Journet: Quelques reflexions sur la Vie de Jesus 
au point de vue psychologique et psychanalytique de M. G. Berguer , Geneva, 1920; 
Lombard : De quelques points de methode a, propos de la Vie de Jesus de M. G. 
Berguer, Rev. de theol. et de philos ., 1922, pp. 34-67; and my own observations 
in R.h.p.r ., I, 1921, pp. 269-276. Without denying the services that 
psychology can render to historians of the life of Jesus, we must always 
remember that the psychologi cal interpretation cannot be employed until 
after the facts have been established on a solid basis; also we should 
remember the great difference there is, in habits of thought and feeling, 
between a Palestinian of the first century and people of the present day. 
We should also take into account the following remarks of Weidel {Jesu 
Personlichkeit. Eine Charakterstudie, Halle, 1913, p. 83): “Perhaps the true 
point of view would consist in reversing the usual opinion of medical men: 
The man of genius is the only true man, who exhausts all the possibilities 
of human nature, whereas ‘normal* human beings remain deeply imbedded 
in the animal side of their nature.’* 
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of Jesus as the result of an obscure Messianic movement. 1 
We have travelled a long way from the point of view of Renan 
who wrote in 1849 (before his travels in Syria had revealed 
Jesus to him): “If we try to put down all that the Gospels 
contain of actual fact, we could scarcely obtain one page of 
history about Jesus.” 2 Where Renan speaks of one page, 
certain critics of the present day would only speak of one line. 

There are several reasons for this change. 3 At the close of 
the nineteenth century, the theory of the two sou rces, known 
as the “Two-Document Hypothesis, 55 elaborated and defined 
down to the minutest detail by sixty years of labour, was so 
generally victorious that criticism was able to turn to a new 
problem, that of "the composition of the Gospel of Mark, and 
the analysis of the sources on which it is based. The question 
was not new, but from 1900 onwards it came to the fore as 
a question of first-rate importance, and the studies of Wred c, 
Johannes Weiss, and Wellhausen^ established the fact that the 
work of the earliest evangelist was not written as a whole, but 
that it consisted of a collection of incidents which seem to 
have existed independently before they were grouped in a 
setting constructed under the influence of certain theological 
ideas. This shook, if it did not destroy,* the essential premises 
upon which all the previous Lives of Jesus were based, from 
those of the Rationalists to that of Oskar Holtzmann, that is 
to say, the idea of the direct value of the Marcan narrative, 
more or less completed or corrected by data draWfrTfom 
Matthew, Luke, and even from John. 

1 In this respect it is very interesting to compare what Loisy thought in 
1907-1910 (Syn. } I, pp. 174-253) with what he wrote in 1922 [La passion 
de Marduk, R.h.l.r ., 1922, p. 297; La legende de Jesus, id., 1922, pp. 433-476). 

2 Les historiens critiques de la Vie de Jesus, La liberte depenser , III, 1849, P- 468, 
quoted by J. Pommier: La pensee religieuse de Renan, Paris, 1925, p. 200. 
This article was altered a good deal by Renan when he re-issued it in 
1857 in the £tudes d'histoire religieuse. On this point, see Pommier (already 
quoted), pp. 202 ff. 

3 Maurice Goguel: Uorientation de la science du Nouveau Testament, R.h.r ., 
XCVI, 1927, pp. 324 ff. 

W. Wrede: Das Messiasgeheimniss in den Evangelien, Gottingen, 1901. 
Johannes Weiss, Das aelteste Evangelium , Gottingen, 1903. J. Wellhausen: 
Das Evangelium Marci, Berlin, 1903; Das Evangelium Matthaei, Berlin, 1904; 
Das Evangelium Lucae, Berlin, 1904; Einleitung in die drei ersten Evangelien, 
Berlin, 1905, =1911. 
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At the same time, the Johannine problem also was renewed ^ 
by the works of Schwartz, Wellhausen, and others, 1 which 
showed that the composition of the Fourth Gospel was more 
complex than had been hitherto believed, and that the theo¬ 
logical character of the work did not exclude the utilization of 
historical traditions by its author. This meant that the distinc¬ 
tion drawn between an historical and a theological book dis¬ 
appeared, and it became clear that jhe_Gospels—the Synoptics 
as well as the Fourth Gospel-^are, properly speaking, neither 
religious books nor histories, but religious books composed in 
the historical form, and with the utilization of materials which 
are, and may be, historical. This means that the dilemma: 
the Synoptics or the Fourth Gospel? which, from Strauss 
onwards, had dominated the problem of the life of Jesus, no 
longer existed, and it appeared that the difference between 
the Synoptics and the Fourth Gospel was one of degree rather 
than of nature. This conclusion has made the whole problem 
of the life of Jesus far more complicated, since the documents 
at our disposal are no longer of direct use, and above all 
because both the framework and the setting of the life of 
Jesus are entirely lacking. 

On the other hand, towards the close of the nineteenth 
century an essential element in the traditional conception of 
the life of Jesus was rendered problematic by the development 
of the study of the problem of eschatology. Whereas, for a 
a long time, eschatology had been practically eliminated from 
the thought of Jesus, 2 3 a large number of authors following 
Weiffenbach in Germany, and Wabnitz in France ,3 have been 
led to think that the eschatological statements of Jesus should 
be taken quite literally. Finally, the popularity of Albert 
Ritschl’s theology during the last twenty years of the nine- 

1 On this literature, see Intr., II, pp. 52 fF. 

2 Some regard the eschatological statements reported in the Gospels as 
non-authentic (for instance, Colani : Jesus-Christ et les croyances messianiques 
de son temps, Strasbourg, 1864), others interpret them in a purely spiritual 
sense (Volkmar: Jesus Nazarenus und die erste christliche £eit, Zurich, 1882), 
or they explain them as an instance of adaptation of style to Jewish ideas 
(Haupt: Die eschatologischen Aussagen Jesu in den synoptischen Evangelien , 
Berlin, 1895). 

3 Weiffenbach: Der Wiederkunftsgedanke Jesu , Leipzig, 1873. Wabnitz: 
Vidial messianique de Jtsus, Montauban, 1878. 
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teenth century—in which the idea of the Church or the 
Christian community, identified in practice with the Kingdom 
of God preached by Jesus, occupied a central position, has 
called forth various studies on the idea of the Kingdom of 
God, notably that of Johannes Weiss , 1 which have shown 
that in the thought of Jesus this Kingdom was not an ideal 
society called to a process of progressive development, but an 
entirely new economy which God will realize by a cosmic 
cataclysm in which the present world will disappear. 

At the moment when the ideas which we have just reviewed 
began to influence men’s minds a concerted attack was directed 
against traditional conceptions, with rare dialectical power, 
by Albert Sc hweitze r . 2 3 Although he rendered homage to the 
labour and die scientific value of the critics of the nineteenth 
century, he argued that their combined effort had led simply 
to failure, and, generalizing this conclusion, Schweitzer declared 
that Jesus could not be understood from the historical point 
of view at all; in his opinion, every effort to reconstruct his 
life in the sphere of history led inevitably to a series of insoluble 
antinomies. 

A dozen years later a new school arose, full of ardour—its 
"name cannot be translated into French (or English)—the 
formgeschichtliche Schule , which, from a slightly different point 
of view, renewed the contention that any and every^attempt 
to construct a Life of Jesus was impossible. 3 Less original than 
if believes itself to be, and than it says it is, this school has at 
least had the merit of welding all kinds of scattered ideas into 
a coherent whole, and of drawing very definite conclusions 
from them, which may be thus summarized: 

(i) The setting of the Gospel narratives is artificial, the 


1 Joh. Weiss: Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes , Gottingen, 1892, 2 1900. 

2 Albert Schweitzer: Von Reimarus zu Wrede , Tubingen, 1906 (first 
edition of his Geschichte der Leben-Jesu-Forschung). 

3 Maurice Goguel: Une nouvelle ecole de critique ivangelique , la form - und 
traditionsgeschichtliche Schule , R.h.r., XCIV, 1926, pp. 114-160. Martin 
Dibelius : Z ur Formgeschichte der Evangelien, T.R., 1929, pp. 155-216. These 
two articles contain all the bibliographical material necessary for infor¬ 
mation about this new school. 
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transitions in them are schematic, and due to an editor’s 
hand; they are not organically connected, and they only 
conceal the fact that the Gospel narrative was originally 
formed of a multiplicity of isolated elements separate from 
each other. 1 

(ii) The Gospels are not historical documents. They were 
neither composed nor preserved in order to make known the 
Jesus who lived and taught in Galilee and in Judaea and who 
died at Jerusalem. They are religious documents which repre¬ 
sent what Jesus was for the faith and piety of the circles in 
which they were composed. 

(iii) The different forms under which the material of the 
Gospel story has been presented shows that they have been 
elaborated in view of the differing functions of the life of the 
Church; they are so closely adapted to this purpose that it 
would be foolish to imagine that it would be possible to discover 
an historical kernel within them. 

The logical consequence of these theses would be to render 
it impossible to write a Life of Jesus of any kind at all, and 
actually the protagonists of the formgeschichtliche Schule maintain 
that henceforth it is impossible to construct a Life of Jesus . 
“We can no longer know the character of Jesus, his life, or 
his personality,” writes Bultmann, “. . . there is not one of his 
words which we can regard as purely authentic.” 2 And again 
“In my opinion we can sum up what can be known of the life 
and personality of Jesus as simply nothing.”3 And Bertram 
for his part says: “The figure of Jesus is not directly accessible 
to history. It is futile to try to place him within a process of 
historical development . . . ; not what he was, but what he 
is, is all that is revealed to the believer; the historian must be 
content with this statement.”4 

It would be easy to show by various quotations that 

x This argument has been developed by Karl Ludwig Schmidt ( Die Rahmen 
der Geschichte Jesu, Berlin, 1919). The critics of the new school regard the 
book by K. L. Schmidt as having opened a new era in the science of history. 
They forget that similar ideas have often been expressed for many years 
past, especially by Reuss. It is, of course, true that these critics have not 
always drawn the conclusions they should have drawn from these ideas. 

2 Die Erforschung der synoptischen Evangelien , Gottingen, 1925, p. 33. 

3 Jesus , Berlin, 1926, p. 12. 

4 JVeues Testament und historische Methode , Tubingen, 1928, p. 41. 
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scepticism, or at least agnosticism, in all that concerns the 
history of Jesus is a state of mind which is very widespread, 
although it is not always expressed so explicitly as by the 
representatives of the formgeschichtliche Schule. Nothing shows this 
more clearly than the fact that two eminent Catholic exegetes, 
Father L. de Grandmaison and Father M. J. Lagrange, 1 have 
renounced the idea of giving a sketch of the Life of Jesus. 
Father Grandmaison does this by simply ignoring the problem 
altogether. Father Lagrange says explicitly: “I have definitely 
given up the idea of giving a Life of Jesus to the public accord¬ 
ing to the classical formula, in order that the four Gospels may 
speak more clearly for themselves.” They do not provide 
enough material to write a history of Jesus “in the way in 
which a modern writer would write the life of Caesar Augustus 
or of the Cardinal Richelieu.” And again : “They form the only 
Life of Jesus which can be written; all we have to do is to 
understand them.” 2 

Thus the immense labour of research which has been 
expended upon the life of Jesus from the days of Reimarus to 
the formgeschichtliche Schule seems to have ended in nothing 
but a confession of impotence. Then must criticism, after 
having exhausted the possibilities which have been offered 
to it, simply declare that it has failed? Or should we rather 
regard this confession of impotence as the expression of a 
passing mood of weariness and discouragement? We will try 
to see, in another chapter, whether perhaps this defeat, or, 
if one will, this apparent failure, may be due to certain errors 
of appreciation and to the failure to make a sufficiently clear 
distinction between a religious problem and an historical 
problem; this has led to the demand for history to give a 
certitude which it cannot give, for a certainty which actually 
adheres only to religious intuition and to faith. Let us note 
one fact which gives us the right to ask this question: it 
is this: Albert Schweitzer declares that it is impossible 
to give an historical account of Jesus from the point of 
view of what he calls thoroughgoing eschatology, yet he 

1 See above, p. 42, n. 1. 

2 P. VI. Cf. Mgr. Batiffol (Les origines evangeliques, a propos de trois livres 
frangais, Le Correspondent, December 25, 1928, p. 809), who expresses some 
misgiving about the concessions which Pcrc Lagrange has made to criticism. 
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has written a sketch of the history and of the thought of 
Jesus; 1 Rudolf Bultmann, again, takes the same point of 
view, and, as we have seen, has expressed his mind very 
plainly on the subject, yet he too has found it possible to draw 
up an outline of the thought and teaching of Jesus. 2 3 4 Such 
inconsistency seems incompatible with such vigorous intellects 
as these; hence we are led to enquire whether the radical 
scepticism against which they instinctively react may not be 
a conclusion drawn from the development of some, but not 
all, the factors which constitute the problem as a whole. 

However that may be, the deficiency of the historians explains 
certain facts which characterize modern books about Jesus. 
First of all there is the fact of the abundance of imaginative 
works, for this is the only way we can describe certain books 
in which the authors make Jesus the mouthpiece of their own 
theories. 3 Then there is the vogue of the myth theory,4 which 
has been a regular phenomenon for the past twenty-five years; 
it looks as though a whole host of literary men and of philo¬ 
sophers were advancing in good order to take possession of 
the territory abandoned by the historians in their retreat. 

/ 

V. Theories of Non-Historicity 

It was not until the eighteenth century that the idea that 
possibly Jesus never existed at all made a timid appearance 
with “some disciples of Bolingbroke, more ingenious than 
learned,” who, according to Voltaire (who, however, brushes 

1 Das Messianitats- tind Leidensgeheimnis , Eine Skizzc des Lebens Jesu , Tubingen, 
1901. Cf. Geschichte , pp. 390-433. 

1 Jesus. 

3 Thus Barbusse (Jesus, Paris, 1927. Cf. Les Judas de Jesus , Paris, 1927) 
represents Jesus as the prophet of a social revolution with Communist 
tendencies, and £tienne Giran ( Le jar din plein de sources , I. L'£vangile 
retrouve , Paris, 1927) pictures him as the herald of an entirely “spiritual” 
religion freed from the fetters of dogma. 

4 For the history of these theories, see my book : Jesus de Nazareth , mythe ou 
histoire? Paris, 1925, pp. 9-32. Schweitzer, pp. 498-564. A. Drews: 
Die Leugnung der Geschichtlichkeit Jesu in Vergangenheit und Gegenwart , Karlsruhe, 
1926. Windisch: Das Problem der Geschichtlichkeit Jesu , T.R ., I, 1929, 
pp. 226-288. II, 1930, pp. 207-252. 




62 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

aside their view very decidedly), held that the obscurities and 
contradictions in the Gospel tradition gave them the right to 
deny the existence of Jesus . 1 These ideas, which the disciples 
of Bolingbroke did not venture to express in writing, were 
made public at the close of the eighteenth century by Volney 
and Dupui s . 2 For these writers Jesus was neither a man nor 
a god; they claimed that he really represented a solar deity 
like the divinities which men have worshipped down the ages. 

X After enjoying a certain vogue—proved by the numerous 
editions of the work of Dupuis and the abridged edition which 
he himself issued—these ideas fell into complete oblivion. 

Neither in his first nor in his second Life of Jesus did Strauss 
cast any doubt upon the actual existence of Jesus. His myth 
theory, however, did prepare the way for the negations which 
were to follow. 

The first author of the nineteenth century to pronounce 

V' definitely against the actual existence of Jesus was Bruno Bauer. 
Starting from the study of the Synoptic Gospels and their 
relation to each other, from the year 1841 he took his own 
stand, in opposition to that of his master, Ferdinand Christian 
Baur, and announced that he believed in the priority of the 
Gospel , of Mark, 3 explaining the characteristics of the other 
narratives by what he called the creative power of the Gospels, 
and the action of dogmatic and theological preconceptions. 
Ten years later,4 he argued that the factor which had caused 
the evolution of the tradition had also determined its birth. 
Mark, the primitive evangelist, thus became a creative figure, 
and his work was conceived as the expression of the faith of 

1 Dieu et les hommes , edition de Kehl, XXXIII, pp. 273 ff. 

3 Volney : Les ruines ou Meditations sur les revolutions des Empires , Paris, 1791, 
2 1808. Dupuis: Uorigine de tous les cultes ou la religion universelle (3 vols. and 
1 atlas), Paris, year III (1794). Abrege de Vorigine de tous les cultes , Paris, 
year VII (1798). The ideas of Dupuis were challenged in a light but very 
efficacious way by J. B. Peres, a former Oratorian, who had been professor 
of mathematics and physics at Lyons, then deputy for the Imperial pro - 
cureur at Agen and Librarian in that town (d. 1840). Per£s published, at first 
anonymously (Paris, 1827), then under his own name, in several editions, 
a pamphlet called: Comme quoi Napoleon n' a jamais existe , in which he applied 
the method of Dupuis to the story of Napoleon. 

3 Kritik der evangelischen Geschichte des Johannes , Bremen, 1840. Kritik der 
evangelischen Geschichte der Synoptiker , Leipzig, 1841-1842. 

4 Kritik der Evangelien } Berlin, 1850-1851. 
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the early Christians, while Jesus was nothing more than a 
fictitious character, the product, not the creator of Christianity. 
When Bruno Bauer ha(Tarrived at this conclusion he ifa'cTtb 
propose an explanation of the genesis of Christianity which 
could take the place of the one which he had renounced. 
This he presented in a book entitled Christ and the Caesars , x 
in which he argued that Christianity was born at the beginning 
of the second century, through the confluence of the different 
currents of thought which issued from Judaea, Greece, and 
Rome. 

Bruno Bauer, who early in his career was obliged to give 
up the work of theological teaching in which he had first 
made his name, remained an isolated phenomenon. His ideas 
had very little influence; at a later date, the critics of the 
radical Dutch school and certain exponents of the myth theory 
developed arguments which were very similar to his own; 
all this took place quite independently, however, without 
any knowledge of Bauer’s theories. It was only later that the 
Dutch radicals discovered that he was the forerunner of their 
ideas. 

The radical Dutch school 1 2 directed its efforts first of all towards 
the criticism of the Pauline Epistles, dating as late as the 
second century. The conclusions which they have drawn from 
this argument in connexion with the problem of Jesus have 
been developed with increasing force by critics like Pierson, 
Matthes, Naber, Van Loon, and for a time at least by Loman, 
and, later, by Bolland. The reasons which have made them 
decide against the existence of Jesus are mainly negative. 
They make a good deal of the uncertainty of the Gospel 
tradition, the absence of all external evidence, and think that 
they can thus justify, not merely the scepticism which believes 
it impossible to gain any positive conception about the life 
of Jesus, but also the actual denial of his existence. But from 

1 Christus und die Cdsareti. Der Ursprung des Christentums aus dem romischen 
Heidentum , Berlin, 1877. On Bruno Bauer, see M. Kegel: Bruno Bauer und 
seine Theorie iiber die Entstehung des Christentums , Leipzig, 1908. 

2 For information about this school the reader is referred to the somewhat 
biassed work entitled: Die holldndische radikale Kritik des Neuen Testaments , 
G. A. van den Bergh van Eysinga, Jena, 1912. 
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their own point of view they have not given any coherent 
explanation of the origin of Christianity and of the formation 
of the Gospel tradition, or at least they have merely evolved 
theories which are based very largely on conjecture. This 
explains why the Dutch school has exercised so little influence 
outside the land of its birth. 1 

The defenders of the Dutch radical school are fond of 
complaining 2 3 4 that a veritable conspiracy of silence has been 
organized against them. It is a fact that their theories have 
not spread very far outside Holland. The discussion of this 
question was only taken up at all seriously at the beginning 
of the twentieth century, partly, perhaps, owing to the noisy 
campaign conducted in Germany by Arthur Drews, but mainly 
under the influence of the breakdown of traditional ideas on 
the life of Jesus which occurred at that moment. 

Certainly a great gulf exists between these two statements: 
“Jesus cannot be explained from the point of view of history; 
it is impossible to know his life definitely and in detail,” and, 
“He never existed at all.” Loisy and Guignebert, whose views 
on the question of definite historical knowledge about Jesus 
are extreme, have ranged themselves quite decidedly against 
the myth theory of Dr. Couchoud.3 Bultmann and Bertram 
have taken up quite as definite a position. Bultmann writes, 
for instance: “There is no foundation at all for any doubt of 
the actual existence of Jesus; indeed, the idea of his historicity 
does not need to be defended.”4 When, however, we look at 

1 The influence of the Dutch school of thought is, however, visible in the 
anonymous work entitled: Antiqua Mater , Study oj Christian Origins , London, 
1887. T^he author (Edwin Johnson) does not discover any traces of 
Christianity until towards the year 150, in Justin Martyr; he thinks that 
Christianity was born in the Jewish communities of the Dispersion, and 
that the story of Jesus is a mystery which may be compared with that of 
Dionysius. 

2 See, for example, Drews: Die Leugnung , pp. 71 ff. 

3 Loisy: Revue critique , 1924, pp. 447 fT. Guignebert: Le probleme de Jesus , 
Paris, 1914. R.h.r., XCIV, pp. 215-244. Le Jesus de Vhistoire in Jesus et la 
conscience moderne , Paris, 1928, pp. 7-28. 

4 Bultmann: Jesus , p. 16. Bertram: Hat Jesus gelebt? Eine Auseinandersetzung 
mit A. Drews , Z- f- den evangelischen Religionsunterricht, XXXVIII, 1927, 
pp. 113-124. Das Problem der Geschichtlichkeit Jesu und seine Bedeutungfiir die 
christliche Mission , Z- f Missionskunde und Religionswissenschaft, 1927, pp. 
193-206. 
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the matter from a rather exterior and detached point of view, 
there would seem to be a less deep gulf between the ideas of 
men like Couchoud and Loisy than between those of Bruno 
Bauer and Holtzmann. 

Recent theories about the non-historicity of Jesus present a 
less united front than would appear at the first glance. They 
agree in scarcely anything save in that which they deny, and 
to some extent in the arguments by which they try to justify 
these negations. It would be quite interesting to refute them 
by opposing one theory against another. For some, like 
Robertson , 1 Bolland, 2 3 4 5 and to some extent also Arthur Drews,3 v 
the legend of Jesus is simply the reappearance of an ancient 
Semitic cult which was preserved, in a more or less hidden 
manner alongside of and on the fringe of the religion of 
Israel and of Judaism. According to this theory Jesus is 
merely a new form of a divinity called Joshua, which 
was probably connected with the Adonis of Syria and the 
Tammuz of Babylonia. Others, like William Benjamin ^ 
Smrth4 and G. T. Sadler,5 think that Christianity is 
simply the transformatiorPof the Jewish Gnostic sect of the 

1 Christianity and Mythology, London, 1900, igio. A Short History of Christianity, 
London, 1902. Pagan Christs. Study in Comparative Theology , London, 1902, 

1911. The Historical Jesus , A Survey of Positions, London, 1916. The Jesus 
Problem, A Restatement of the Myth Theory, London, 1917* 

2 Bolland : De evangelische Joz.ua, Leyden, 1907. Het Evangelien, Leyden, 1909, 
1910. This theory has been taken up afresh by Niemojewski (Gott Jesu im 
Lichte fremder und eigener Forschung, Miinchen, 1910. Das werdende Dogma vom 
Leben Jesu, Jena, 1910) and Fuhrmann {Der Astralmythus von Christus, 
1912). 

3 A. Drews: Die Christusmythe, Jena, 1909, 2 1910; 2nd part, Jena, 1911 ; 
new edition, Jena, 1924, translated into French by R. Stahl, Paris, 
1926. Die Petruslegende, Frankfurt-am-Main, 1910. Das Marksevangelium als 
Zeugnis gegen die Geschichtlichkeit Jesu, Jena, 1921, 1928. Die Entstehung des 
Christentums aus dem Gnostizismus, Jena, 1924. Die Marienmythe , Jena, 1928. 
Drews combines the theory of a pre-Christian Jesus with an astral 
interpretation of the Gospel tradition. 

4 Der vorchristliche Jesus, Giessen,. 1906; Jena, 1911. Ecce Deus, Die vor- 
christliche Lehre des reingottlichen Jesus, Jena, 1911. The pre-Christian Jesus, 

Am. Journ. of Theology, 1911, pp. 258 fT. 

5 Has Jesus Christ Lived on Earth? London, 1914. Behind the New Testament , 
London, 1921. 
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Nazarenes or Nasoraeans in which a protecting divinity was 
worshipped . 1 

According to pan-Babylonians like Jensen 2 3 4 and Zimmern3 
the story of Jesus was the product of the transformation of the 
myth of Gilgamesh, of that hero, half-human and half-divine, 
who set out in search of immortality. 

Albert Kalthoff has given a Marxist interpretation of the 
birth of Christianity and of the Gospel tradition. In his 
view Christianity arose as the result of contact between the 
oppressed Roman proletariat and the Messianic hopes of 
the Jews. 4 

Arthur Drews, who for several years has carried on a sys¬ 
tematic campaign of writing and lecturing, has certainly done 
most to popularize the theory of non-historicity. To a large 
extent his system lacks originality and even coherence; it is 
a sort of potpourri of all the arguments, which, from very 
different points of view, have been advanced against the 
historicity of the Christian tradition. The system of Drews 
was suggested to him by considerations of a philosophical 
order. In his book, Die Religion als Selbstbewusstsein Gottes ( 1906 , 
2 l 9 2 5) he advanced the theory that the cult of Jesus was a 
relic of superstition which ought to be purged out of religion. 
It seemed to him that the system of Benjamin Smith was fitted 
to usher in the reform which he desired to see realized, thus 
he welcomed it with enthusiasm, combining the theory of a 
pre-Christian Jesus with that of an astral system renewed 
from Dupuis and Volney, adding some considerations of his 
own, especially that of an unforeseen connexion between Christ 
the Lamb of God ( Agnus Dei ) and the Vedic god, Agni. Later 

1 The root N S R expresses the idea of protection. 

2 Das Gilgameschepos in der Weltliteratur, I, Strasbourg, 1904. Moses, Jesus , 
Pa ulus, Drei Varianten des babylonischen Gilgamesch, Eine Anklage wider die 
Theologie , ein Appel an die Laien, Frankfurt-am-Main, 1906, 1909. Hat der 
Jesus der Evangelien gelebt? Frankfurt-am-Main, 1910. In addition Jensen 
admits an astral interpretation of the Gospel tradition. 

3 ^um Streite um den Christusmythe. Das babylonische Material in seinen Haupt- 
punkten dargestellt , Berlin, 19m. Zimmern thinks that the Gospel legend may 
have been influenced by the worship of Marduk, Mithra, and Tammouz. 

4 Das Christusproblem, Grundlinien zu einer Sozialtheologie, Leipzig, 1902, 1903. 
Die Entstehung des Christentums, Leipzig, 1904* Was wissen wir von Jesus? 
Berlin, 1904. 
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he had to include in his system the interpretation—to say the 
least, surprising—which Hermann Raschke 1 has given of the 
Gospel of Mark, which claims that the second Gospel is a 
work of Marcion, explaining that the stories it contains are 
a series of etymologies of the names of places. 

In France, after the passing vogue of the theories of Volney 
and Dupuis, until quite recently, the arguments of non¬ 
historicity have found very few supporters. It is quite possible 
that the systems of Bruno Bauer and of the radical Dutch 
school have simply been ignored outright, because no one 
knew anything about them, or, perhaps (and this comes to 
the same thing in the end), they have been known only by 
a few specialists, who, regarding them as fantastic speculations 
without any weight behind them, have judged it superfluous 
to mention them. Even when the contradictory lectures of 
Berlin were translated into French , 2 3 4 5 they remained almost 
unnoticed. 3 The question has, however, been raised in France 
quite apart from all Dutch, German, or English publications. 
Salomon Reinach ,4 without definitely pronouncing in favour of 
the non-historicity of Jesus, has dealt again and again with the 
difficulties which seemed to him to cast a doubt upon the actual 
story of the Passion, especially the absence of non-Christian 
evidence, in particular the lack of an authentic report from 
Pilate to Tiberius, and also the influence of the prophecies on 
the Gospel narrative. Later he became convinced that the 
Passion was an historical fact, and pronounced himself in 
favour of the argument proposed by Eisler.5 

In 1923 Robert Stah l argued that the personality of Jesus 
was entirely mythical, in a book which, partly perhaps because 

1 Die Werkstatt der Markusevangelisten . Eine neue Evangelientheorie, Jena, 
1924. Cf. Lieux et routes de JSsus d'aprSs UlZvangile selon Marc , Congris, I, 
pp. 188-201. 

2 A. Lipman: JSsus a-t-il exists? Paris, 1912. 

3 The same can be said for the books of L. Ganeval {Jesus dans Uhistoire 
ria jamais vScu , Paris, 1875) and Moutier-Roussel (Le Christ a-t-il exists? 
Paris, 1922. 

4 Orpheus , Paris, 1919. Le verset 17 du Psaume , XXII, C. M. R., II, pp. 437- 
442. A propos de la curiositS de Tib he , C. M. R., Ill, pp. 16-23. Bossuet et 
Vargument desprophSties , C. M. R., IV, pp. 174-180. Simon de Cyrbne , C. M. R., 
IV, pp. 181-188, etc. 

5 “Aux clous de la croix” CongrSs , I, pp. 114-116. 
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of its ill-chosen title, has not attracted much attention. 1 Stahl 
considers the most ancient Christian document to be Chapter 
xii in the Revelation of John, in which there is mentioned a 
Messiah who was taken up to heaven directly after his birth. 
This he regards as the act of the birth of Christianity. The 
purely Apocalyptic Messiah in question he considers was first 
of all symbolized in the Fourth Gospel, and then made concrete 
in the Synoptic Gospels; Paul or pseudo-Paul only came 
later on. 

To Dr. P. L. Couchoud belongs the honour of having brought 
the question of the historical existence of Jesus before the 
public at large 2 3 4 in a small book whose literary merits have 
gained it a large number of readers. The theory of Couchoud 
stands out from those of his predecessors on more than one 
point, especially in this: that instead of setting aside the 
Pauline evidence as non-authentic, or as an interpolation, he 
has tried to call in its aid to support his system.3 Essentially 
the theory of Couchoud is a sociological interpretation of 
Christianity.4 Behind the story of its origin there is not an 

1 R. Stahl: Le document 70, Strasbourg, Paris, 1923. George Brandis 
{Die Jesussage , translated by Edwin Magnus, Berlin, 1925) also places the 
Christ of the Apocalypse at the starting-point of the development of the 
Christian tradition. 

2 In two articles {Uenigme de Jesus ; Le mysthre de Jesus) published in the 
Mercure de France on March 1, 1923, and March 1, 1924, then reproduced 
with some additions in Le mysthre de Jesus , Paris, 1924. Cf. Maurice Goguel, 
J. de jV., L. de Grandmaison : Jesus dans Vhistoire et dans le mystere , Paris, 

1925- 

3 He has been followed on this point by P. Alfaric : Le Jesus de Paul , R.h.r., 
LXCV, 1927, pp. 256-286, and Congres , II, pp. 70-99. La plus ancienne vie 
de Jisus , Vivangile selon Marc , Paris, 1929. Pour comprendre la vie de Jesus. 
Examen critique de Vevangile selon Marc , Paris, 1929. Cf. my article La relation 
du dernier repas de Jesus dans 1 Cor. xi et la tradition historique chez Vapotre Paul , 
R. h. p. r., X, 1930, pp. 61-89. 

4 The sociological method has also been applied to the problem of 
Christianity by Albert Bayet and Edouard Dujardin. Bayet {Les morales de 
revangile, Paris, 1927) points out that the Gospels contain different moral 
conceptions; this he explains by saying that they are the reflections of 
different currents of thought, which, he argues, proves that Christianity 
does not, as is generally believed, spring from one source (on the theory 
of Bayet see my remarks, R.h.p.r., VII, 1927, pp. 468-472, and those of 
P. Huby: Laicisme contre VEvangile. M. Albert Bayet exegite , Etudes, 1928, 
t. 194, pp. 294-313). Dujardin {Le Dieu Jisus , Essai sur les origines et la 
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individual fact, or a personality, but a social fact, a collective 
mystical experience, in a word, a mystery, which expresses 
itself in a divine story revealed in a supernatural manner, 
which at the same time justifies this history. The high spirituality 
of the primitive myth was gradually effaced, and Jesus was 
gradually humanized. It was in the Gospel of Mark that his 
transfer to the human plane was definitely realized. 

formation de la legende evangelique, Paris, 1927) argues that the legend of the 
Gospel should be explained and interpreted in the same way as those of 
Mithra, Attis, or Osiris, that it is only the reflection, in the form of a 
myth, of a rite observed in a very ancient mystery which was practised on 
the fringe of Judaism. But he weakens his argument very much by saying 
that in the year 29 of our era this mystery' took on new life when Jesus 
offered himself up voluntarily as a human sacrifice. 


CHAPTER II 


NON-CHRISTIAN SOURCES OF THE GOSPEL 

STORY 

The study of the sources of the story of Jesus, the examination 
and ' discussion of the problems which they raise, and the 
theories with which they are connected, would fill many 
volumes. I do not propose to treat these questions in an 
exhaustive manner, if indeed it would ever be possible to do 
so; my aim is simply this: I wish to define my own position 
concerning the problems which are raised by these questions. 
At the same time I will try to justify my point of view, especially 
with regard to those questions which have been so much to 
the fore of late years, questions which still cause a great deal 
of controversy at the present time. 

The sources which relate to the story of Jesus may be divided 
into two groups: in the first there is a connexion with Chris¬ 
tianity and in the second there is none. At first sight the second 
group 1 might appear to be the more reliable of the two, since 
it cannot be suspected of having been influenced by the faith 
of the Christians. We shall see that some of these sources have 
been influenced by anti-Christian apologetic. 

In point of fact, all that can be gathered from the second 
group—(that is, from sources which are sufficiently early to 
be regarded as reliable)—is this: that a person did once exist 
whose name was Jesus or Christ, and that he was crucified 
in Palestine during the reign of Tiberius. No further details 
are given. 

i. The Jewish Sources 
i. The Tradition in the Talmud 2 

The references to Jesus and his disciples in the Talmudic 
tradition are in direct opposition to the claims of the Christian 

1 The Roman texts relating to Jesus have been collected and studied by 
K. Linck : De antiquissimis quae ad Jesum Nazarenum spectant testimoniis. 

2 H. Laible: Jesus Christus im Thalmud , Leipzig, 1891 (English version 
with additions by Dalman and Streeter: Jesus Christ in the Talmud , 
Midrash , foliar, and the Liturgy of the Synagogue , Cambridge, 1893), I 9 00 (with 
Dalman’s additions to the English edition). Samuel Krauss: Das Leben 
Jesu nach jiidischen Quellen , Berlin, 1902. A. Meyer: Jesus im Talmud in 
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tradition . 1 It is difficult to assign any independent historical 
value to this evidence. Klausner, who thinks that the Talmud, 
in its most primitive sections , 2 has preserved some direct 
memories of Jesus, considers that their ultimate value is very 
slight. In order to explain this fact he observes that the autho¬ 
rities of the Talmud scarcely mention any facts belonging to 
the period of the second Temple. He points out that we would 
know scarcely anything about the Maccabean revolt if we had 
been restricted to the accounts in the Talmud. It is not sur¬ 
prising that this tradition should not tell us any more about 
Jesus. He lived in that stormy period when the conflict had 
begun with the Roman Procurators; attention was concen¬ 
trated on events which seemed more important; thus he passed 
through Jewish history almost unnoticed. When Christianity 
had become powerful the memories of Jesus in Jewish circles 
had become very vague and indefinite. All that can be said 
to remain definitely of that which the Tanna'im say about 
Jesus, amounts, in the opinion of Klausner , to thisfe/Jesus 
practised magio/poured scofn on the words of the wise men, 
/ led the people astray, and claimed that he had not come to 
take something away from the Law, but to add something 
to it. On the eve of the Passover he was hung on a charge 
of heresy and of leading the people astray/His disciples, 
who numbered five, cured sick people in his name. 

The historical interest of the witness of the most ancient 
Rabbis lies in the fact that although they are writing against 
the Christian tradition they do not deny it, but they interpret 
it in a manner which would lead to the destruction of the 
basis of the Christian faith. 3 

Henneckk: Hndb. z . d. neut. Ap ., pp. 47-71. R. T. Herford: Christianity in 
Talmud and Midrash , London, 1903. H.-L. Strack: Jesus , die Hdretiker und 
die Christen nach den aeltesten jiidischen Angaben , Leipzig, 1910 (a full biblio¬ 
graphy). Klausner, pp. 18-54. 

1 See especially S. Krauss: L. J. n.jiid. Qu., pp. 152-155* 

2 Klausner lays down the principle that it is only the traditions of the 
Tannaim (the doctors of the first two centuries of our era) which can contain 
historical elements, and that those of the Amor aim (doctors of the third, 
fourth, and fifth centuries) are devoid of value. 

3 Klausner (p. 20) declares that the essentially historical value of the 
references in the Talmud is to make it quite clear that there is no reason 
at all to doubt the existence of Jesus. 





72 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

The most definite and circumstantial passage in the Talmud 
is the Baraita which is preserved in the treatise Sanhedrin ( 43 a) 
of the Talmud of Babylon. Klausner declares that it has “more 
historical value” than the others ; 1 this is what it says: “On 
the eve of the Passover Jesus of Nazareth was hung. During 
forty days a herald went before him crying aloud: ‘He ought 
to be stoned because he has practised magic, has led Israel 
astray and caused them to rise in rebellion. Let him who has 
something to say in his defence come forward and declare 
it . 5 But no one came forward, and he was hung on the eve of 
the Passover. ...” 

There is one contradictory statement in this passage. Jesus 
is sentenced to be stoned, but finally he is hung.- According 
to Sanhedrin , 7 , 4 , stoning is the punishment of those who have 
prac tised magic, seduced the people, and led them into 
idolatry. To say that Jesus was condemned to death by 
stoning is an attempt to justify his condemnation from the 
Jewish point of view, but the fact that Jesus was crucified was 
too firmly fixed by tradition for the Talmudic writers to go 
so far as to say that he was stoned. The contradictory element 
in this narrative is the same as that in the Gospel story which 
attributes to the Jews the initiative of the revolt against 
Jesus, and reports that the condemnation and execution were 
carried out by the Romans. This coincidence proves that 
the tradition of the Talmud depends upon the Christian 
tradition. 

The Gospel narratives give the impression that the trial of 
Jesus was carried through with a haste which proves that the 
condemnation had been decided in advance, and that in 
reality it was not a legal trial at all, but a judicial murder. 
By saying that forty days elapsed between the sentence and 
the execution, not only was plenty of time left for the defence 
of the accused, but also it gave them every opportunity to 

1 See Klausner (p. 27) and Strack (p. 1.18*). A baraita is a tradition 
from the Tannaim , but not included in the Mishna, which is the ancient 
part of the Talmud. 

2 It would be possible, it is true, to try to solve this difficulty by pointing 
out that according to a regulation in the work Sanhedrin (6, 4) the bodies of 
those who had been stoned should also be hung. Nevertheless, it would still 
seem curious that the baraita should not mention the actual execution, but 
only the act which followed it. 
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appear; thus this is the reply of the Baraita to this accusation. 1 
It is the defence of those who condemned Jesus to death. 

We might say the same about the accusation of having practised 
magic with which Jesus is charged, here and elsewhere. 2 “The 
Talmud, 55 says Klausner, “does not deny that Jesus did signs 
and wonders, but it explains them as acts of sorcery 55 (p. 275). 
Very judiciously he points out the striking analogy between 
this interpretation and that of the Pharisees, who, in order 
to weaken his influence over the people (according to 
Mark iii. 22*), accused Jesus of casting out demons by 
Beelzebub, the prince of the demons. 

We know the Talmudic tradition (cf. Aboda Z ara > 4° d), which 
calls Jesus Ben-Pandira or Pan thera, a tradition which, 
according to Klausner (p. 23), is really ancient, and belongs 
to the time of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus and Rabbi Yish- 
mael, that is, possibly to the end of the first or the beginning 
of the second Christian century. 3 Although a funeral urn of 
an archer named Tiberius Julius Abdes P antera, who came 
from Sidon, has been discovered, and this soldier belonged to 
a cohort which was transferred to the Rhine in the year a.d. 9, 
after having been in a garrison in Palestine ,4 it would be rash 
to conjecture that Jesus was the son of a Roman soldier. This 

*' The criminal procedure described in Sanhedrin could only be carried 
out with difficulty. Probably it was thus conceived in order to show that 
the Sanhedrin did not pronounce a sentence lightly. 

2 For instance, Bab. Sabbath , 104 b (Strack, p. 29*); Bab. Sanhedrin , 107^ 
(Strack, p. 33*), etc. Justin Martyr {Dial. c. Tryphon, c. 69) proves that 
the Jews regarded Jesus as a magician. 

3 This story passed from Jewish polemics into the arguments used by the 
pagans. Celsus makes a great deal of it (Origen C. Celsum , I, 32, 33, 69). 
The name of Ben-Panthera seemed to be so imbedded in the tradition 
that the Christian apologists felt the need to explain it. Epiphanius ( Haer ., 
78, 7) makes Panthera, the grandfather of Jesus, the father of Joseph and 
of Cleopas. Others, like Andrew of Crete (vii, viii f.) ( Oratio in circum- 
cisionem Domini , P.G., 97, c. 916), John of Damascus (d. 754) {De fide 
orthodoxa } IV, 14; P.G., 94, c. 1156), the monk Epiphanius (towards 800) 
{Vita Mariae , P.G., 120, c. 190) represents him as a common ancestor of 
Mary and of Joseph. 

4 This monument, which was found at Bingerbriick, is preserved in the 
museum at Kreuznach. See Eisler, pi. XLV. 
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story is simply intended to counter the tradition of the super¬ 
natural birth of Jesus. Klausner (pp. 23 ff.) considers that this 
is proved quite clearly by the very choice of the name Ben- 
Panthera which he holds to be simply a transposition of 
vlos ri]9 TrapOevov (son of the virgin), a term used by the 
Christians. This opinion can be maintained in spite of the 
objection of Eisler (II, p. 350), who remarks that the word 
did not pass from Greek into Aramaic. 1 This fact is in reality 
favourable to Klausner’s interpretation, because if vlos rrjs 
Trapdevov has been transformed into Ben-Panthera, without 
knowing the meaning of the word, it was only natural that 
people should have tried to explain it. Eisler also thinks 
(II, p. 351) (and this is an idea which should be noted, and 
could very well be combined with that of Klausner) that the 
aim of making Jesus the son of a Roman soldier was in order 
to destroy the tradition that he was a descendant of the House 
of David. The formation of this legend may have been facili¬ 
tated by a coarse anachronism which identified Mary the 
mother of Jesus with Miriam bath-Bilga, the daughter of a 
priest who had left Judaism in order to marry a soldier in 
the Seleucid army. 2 

In the Talmud, therefore, all we can discover are some modi¬ 
fied reflections of the Christian tradition; it would be futile 
to attempt to draw from it the least hint which might be useful 
from the historical point of view. The only interest in its 

1 Eisler (II, p. 352) thinks that the origin of the name which the Greek 
sources give under the form iravdrjpa, but the Jewish sources in the form 
Pandera is the story of the hero of Troy, Pandaros, the traitor who, in 
spite of the truce, shot an arrow at Menelaus (Iliad, V, 88-126). The proofs 
brought forward by Eisler to show that Ben-Panthera was a Jewish word 
of opprobrium, meaning a new Pandaros, are very weak. It is impossible to 
accept the theory that this name was given to Jesus because his entry into 
Jerusalem as King of the Jews had broken the peace which existed between 
the Jews and the Romans since the days of Varus, and that it set in motion 
the events which led finally to the destruction of Jerusalem. First of all 
Eisler has not proved that the action of Jesus was directed against the 
Romans, and, even if things had happened as he says they did, the initiative 
of the conflict was not taken by Jesus but by Pilate with his incessant 
provocations (the affair of the standards, for instance). 

2 T. Sukka, IV, 28. B. Sukka , Berlin, 56 b. J. Sukka, V, 7 (Eisler, II, 

p- 351)- 
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evidence lies in the fact that, at least in a certain sense, it 
confirms the witness of the Gospels. 

More daring still is Eisler’s hypothesis which he has defended 
with all his resources of great learning, and also with great 
powers of imagination. He claims that some reliable data, 
entirely independent of the Gospel tradition, may be found 
in books of an earlier date, or in their sources, as for instance 
in the Xpledoth Jeshu or in the Josippon , which have, however, 
been mutilated, rendered unrecognizable, and almost entirely 
suppressed by being censored by Christians. It cannot be 
denied that this process has been exercised very severely in 
Jewish writings, but can it have caused the disappearance of 
ancient data which were independent of the Gospel tradition? 
or of some controversial points directed against Christianity, 
its traditions and its history? This is a question which cannot 
be answered with any certainty. If it could be proved that 
the former solution were the right one, it does not follow that 
the lost evidence could be found and reconstituted, and still 
less that the explanation which Eisler finds so attractive could 
be retained. 1 

ii. Flavius Josephus 

The earliest testimony to Jesus on the non-Christian side, if 
it were authentic, would be that of the Jewish historian, 
Flavius Josephus. 2 

Josephus, son of Matthias, was born in Jerusalem in the year 
a.d. 37 or 38; he belonged to an eminent priestly family, and he 
received an extensive education. He prided himself on the fact 
that he had examined the doctrines of the Pharisees, the Sadducees, 

1 On this see my article R.h. } CLXII, 1929, pp. 217 ff. 

2 The best versions of the works of Josephus are those of B. Niese (Berlin, 
1885-1895) and of Thackeray (with an English translation, London and 
New York, 1926 ff.). An excellent French translation has begun to appear 
under the direction of Th. Reinach ( CEuvres computes de Flavius Jostphe 
traduites en franfais, Paris, 1900 ff.). An edition of Against Apion, prepared by 
Theodore Reinach, appeared in the Collection des universites de France in 
1930. Of the abundant literature relating to Josephus it is sufficient to 
mention here: Schurer, I, pp. 74-106 (with a good bibliography); 
R. Laqueur: Josephus, Giessen, 1920; Eisler, I, pp. xxxv-xliv; Thackeray, 
I, pp. i-xvi; Th. Reinach: C. Apion , pp. i-vii. 
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and the Essenes very closely; he also tells us that he lived three years 
in the desert with a hermit named Banus. When he returned to 
Jerusalem at the age of nineteen he joined the Pharisee party; in 
these circles he rose to such eminence that at the age of twenty-six 
he was sent to Rome to treat for the release of certain Jewish priests 
who had been taken to Rome as captives; owing to the support of 
the Jewish actor Alityrus and the Empress Poppea this mission 
was successful. It is not impossible that this visit marked the begin¬ 
ning of the intrigues which were finally to make him a protege 
of the Imperial House. On his return to Jerusalem in 66 he claims 
that he tried to oppose the war party. However, when the rupture 
with the Romans was complete he received an important command 
in Galilee. After the fall of Jotapata in 67 he was made prisoner, 
but he was able to mitigate his lot and gain the favour of Vespasian 
by announcing to him that he would become Emperor. When, 
two years later, this prophecy was fulfilled, Josephus was set free; 
henceforth he bore the name of Flavius. During the last campaign 
and the siege of Jerusalem he did not leave Titus. Then he went to 
Rome, where he lived under the protection of the Emperors, and 
devoted himself to historical and literary work. In all probability 
his death occurred during the first decade of the second century. 

The works of Josephus which have been preserved are the 
following: 

(i) Ilepi tov IovSollkov iroXepLov (History of the Jewish War), in 
seven books; this was written first of all in Aramaic, shortly after the 
fall of Jerusalem, and was rendered into Greek before 79 ( G.J.I ., 
1, If 3 )* Eisler (!> PP- 247 ff.) thinks that the first edition was also 
translated into Greek under the title of Ilepi aXwrews or Ilepi 
aXcbaews f IcpocroXv/jLoov (On the Captivity (of the author), or On the 
Taking of Jerusalem ) and that it is the text of this first edition which 
has been preserved in the Slavonic version (see further on, pp. 
61 ff.). Although we regard this theory with many reservations, it is 
convenient to designate the text given in the Slavonic version by 
the term HalSsis. 

(ii) TovScukt) apycuoXoyia (Antiquities), in twenty books; finished 
in 93 or 94, re-published after the year 100. 

(iii) Bios (Autobiography), written after 100, as a rejoinder to the 
history of the Jewish revolt by Justus of Tiberias. Josephus en¬ 
deavours to prove that he did not instigate the rebellion, as his 
adversary says he did, but that, on the contrary, he did all in his 
power to prevent it. 

(iv) Ilepi dpxcLLOTrjTos Tovhalwv (On the Antiquity of the Jews). 
This work is known by the title of Contra Apionem, though this name 
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was not the one given to it by Josephus. It consists of an apology 
for Judaism, in two books, composed after 93. 

In the Greek text of the Antiquities there are two passages in 
which Jesus is mentioned : 

XVIII, 3, 3, 63-64. About the same time cam e_Iesus^ a^wise 

manr-if indeed we should call him a man. For he was a doer of 
miracles and the master of men who receive the truth with joy. 
And he attracted to himself many of the Jews and many Greeks. 
He was the Christ, and, when after his denunciation by our leading 
citizens, Pilate condemned him to be crucified, those who had cared 
for him previously did not cease to do so, for he appeared three days 
afterwards, risen from the dead, just as the prophets of the Lord 
had announced this and many other marvels concerning him. 
And the group which is called that of the Christians has not yet 
disappeared. 

XX, 9, 1, If 200: Ananias called a Sanhedrin together, brought 
before it James, the brother of Jesus who was called the Christ, and 
certain others . . . and he caused them to be stoned. 


This second passage raises questions which are less compli¬ 
cated than those raised by the first; hence it will be best to 
begin our examination of the evidence offered by Josephus 
with this passage. Origen quotes it three times, twice ( Contra 
Celsum , I, 47, II, 13), without, indicating in which book of 
Josephus it occurs, and once (In Mt ., t. X, ch. 17 on Mt. 13, 
55, Lommatzsch , III, p. 46), saying that it occurs in the 
Antiquities. Eusebius quotes it literally (Eccl. Hist., II, 23, 22), 
but, some lines earlier (Eccl. Hist. II, 23, 20), he gives another 
passage which he attributes equally to Josephus, and which 
represents the destruction of Jerusalem as the chastisement 
for the crime committed towards James the Just. This passage 
cannot be found in the works of Josephus which we possess, 
and it is certainly of Christian origin. Schurer (I, p. 581) 
concludes from this that the passage from Book XX is also 
suspect, and that it also is an interpolation. To us this view 
seems exaggerated. To say that Christians might be tempted 
to interpolate certain passages into the writings of Josephus, 
and even to admit that sometimes they may have done so, 
does not mean that the manuscript text of his works, in its 
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present condition, was altered by the Christians every time 
that he mentions Christianity. Further, the difference between 
the expression: “Jesus surnamed the Christ, 55 and the similar 
phrase (which is certainly of Christian origin): “he was the 
Christ 55 of Book XVIII, is too great to give us the right to 
judge that it can only have been written by a Christian. 

The question of the authenticity of the passage in Book XVI 11 
falls into a quite different category. 1 The passage occurs in 
the three manuscripts which we possess, but none of these 
goes back further than the eleventh century. Eusebius ( Eccl . 
Hist., I, ii, 7; Dem. ev ., Ill, 3, 105-106) knew it, 2 3 4 5 but Origen 
appears to have been unaware of its existence. For if he had 
read it in the text of the Antiquities which he used, could he 
have said that Josephus did not believe in Jesus as the Christ? 3 
From the point of view of external criticism, therefore, it seems 
very probable that this passage has been either expanded or 
modified by Christian writers, and this conclusion is confirmed 
still more strongly by the fact that it seems to have existed 
in another form. 4 

The arguments from internal evidence are still more search¬ 
ing. If Josephus had actually said about Jesus: “if we ought to 
call him a man, 55 and, “he was the Christ, 55 if he had really 
mentioned the resurrection on the third day, the miracles, and 
the fulfilment of prophecy, he would have been a Christian .5 

1 The questions raised by this problem are discussed very fully by Eisler, 
I, pp. 1-88. 

2 S. Zeitlin (7 he Christ Passage in Josephus , The Jewish Quarterly Review , 
New Series, XVIII, 1928, pp. 237-240) even thinks that he himself wrote it. 
The argument which he uses is this: that in this passage the Christians are 
called a race (pvXov), a term which Eusebius also uses, but which was not 
in current use as a description of the Christians. In my opinion this argument 
carries no weight. 

3 kclLtoi ye aTriarcov rep 'Irjoov (bg Xpiarw ( C . Celsum , I, 47). 

4 In an apocryphal dialogue about a religious discussion at the court of 
the Sassanids we read: “Josephus spoke of Christ as a just and good man, 
manifested by grace divine by means of miracles and signs, and who did 
a great deal of good to many people” (Bratke : Das sogenannte Religions - 
gesprdch am Hofe der Sassaniden, T.U., 43, Leipzig, 1899, P- 36). 

5 However, although it has been challenged, from the time of the sixteenth 
century, especially by Osiander, the entire authenticity of this passage 
is still defended by critics of the first rank like Burkitt ( Josephus and Christ , 
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The text bears obvious marks of a Christian writer, but is 
it a wholesale fabrication? or has the interpolator confined his 
efforts to adapting and altering a passage which, in the original, 
said something different from that which he wished it would 
say? 

Schurer (I, pp. 547 f.) has tried to support the argument in 
favour of the absolute non-authenticity of the passage by 
saying that if we remove the expressions and phrases whose 
origin is manifestly Christian the residue is entirely insignifi¬ 
cant. This argument proves nothing, for the interpolator has 
been able to mutilate the text in the process of expanding it. 

Norden 1 had observed, in support of the same argument, 
that the story of the government of Pilate in Book XVIII 
of the Antiquities is constituted by a series of troubles which 
arose amongst the Jews, the leading idea of the whole being 
suggested by the words dopvfios and 9 opvfielv. This scheme 
is interrupted by 63-64 which deal with Jesus. If this 
section were removed the series of “troubles” would be 
restored. Thus Norden concludes that these paragraphs were 
added at a later date. Corssen 2 objects that Norden’s theory 
about the record of Pilate’s government is very artificial. 
Although f 62 deals with a difficulty which occurred at 
Jerusalem, and which concerned the Jews very directly (the 
question of the aqueduct), ^[65-80 deal with the scandal 
about Mundus and Paulina which took place at Rome, and 
was of no interest to the Jews, at least there is no hint of any 
aspect of this story which could have been of interest to them ; 3 
then, from the last words in 80 to 84 there is a narrative 
of events which would interest no one save Jews living in 
Rome. Hence this construction is altogether artificial, and it 
would not be difficult to imagine that in the original text 

Theol. Tidschrift, 1913, pp. 135-144) and Harnack (Der jiidische Geschichts- 
schreiber Josephus und Jesus Christus , Internationale Monatschrift fur Wissenschaft, 
Kunst und Technik , 1913, pp. 1037-1068). 

1 Norden : Josephus und Tacitus iiber Jesus Christus und messianische Prophetie. 
jV. Jahrbuchf. d. klass. Altertum und die deutsche Litteratur, 1913, pp. 637-668. 

2 Die £eugnisse des Tacitus und Pseudo-Josephus iiber Christus , T. W. } XV, 

1914, p. 129. 

3 We might suppose, it is true, that the affair of Mundus and Paulina would 
irritate Tiberius and set him against Oriental religions in general, but this 
is not stated. Cf. CEuvres de Flav. Joshphe , IV, p. 148, n. 1. 
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the story of Jesus also was presented as a Oopvflos, and that 
it was the adaptation by the Christian writer which has caused 
this word to drop out. Corssen has observed further that there 
are in the text of 63-64 a certain number of expressions 
which are certainly in the style of Josephus, and that it would 
be difficult to understand how this could proceed from the 
hand of a Christian writer, even if he had made great efforts 
to imitate the style of Josephus. 1 

The hypothesis of adaptation, which is rendered very likely 
by this consideration, is confirmed by the fact that in Book XX, 
in a passage whose authenticity, as we have seen, there is no 
valid reason to doubt, there is the mention of ‘James the 
brother of Jesus surnamed the Christ.” This phrase implies 
that Jesus has already been named, and that the surname 
“Christ” has been explained. 

Is it possible to make a conjectural reconstruction of the 
original text of Josephus? Certain scholars, like Thomas 
Reinach and Eisler, have claimed that this would be possible. 
Reinaclrs emendation consists merely in omitting from the 
traditional text the words which cannot have been written by 
Josephus ; 2 Eisler, who is more daring, has made an attempt to 
discover the words which the Christian redactor has omitted. 3 

1 For instance, “to receive with pleasure,” “the first among us,” “a wise 
man.” This latter expression agrees perfectly with the tendency of Josephus 
to represent movements like those of the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Essenes 
as though they were schools of philosophical thought. The idea of Greeks 
becoming followers of Jesus can hardly have been inspired by the Gospel 
tradition (Corssen, £.jV. T. W., XV, 1914, pp. 132 ff.). The line of argument 
indicated by Corssen has been taken up and developed further by Eisler, 
I, pp. 46-83. 

2 Emended text by T. Reinach (Josephe sur Jesus , Revue des Etudes juives, 
XXXV, 1897, pp. 13-14): “At this epoch there appeared Jesus, called the 
Christ, an able man (for he was a worker of miracles) who preached to 
people who were eager for something new, and he led astray many of the 
Jews and also many Greeks. Although Pilate, when he was denounced by 
some of the chief people among us, condemned him to be crucified, those 
who loved him (or whom he had deceived) from the beginning did not 
cease to be attached to him, and to-day the sect is still in existence, which, 
calling itself after him, is entitled the Christians.” 

3 Emended text by Eisler (I, p. 873): “About that time a man named 
Jesus was the cause of fresh troubles. He was a wise man and energetic, 
if indeed he can be described as a man at all, for lie was one of the most 
remarkable of men, and his own disciples called him a son of God, who 
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It is obvious that the cautious method of Reinach cannot 
reconstitute the original text, for there is no reason to believe 
that the Christian editor merely expanded the original text; 
the method of Eisler is curiously arbitrary. Even though it 
might be possible to discover what Josephus did not say, it 
is certainly impossible to discover what the Christian editor 
omitted, or even to say with any certainty at what point the 
omission took place. 

Even if we admit the authenticity: of the text of the passage 
in Book XX of the Jewish Antiquities , and something at least 
of that of Book XVIII, the brevity and the very summary 
nature of the allusions of Josephus to Jesus are striking. 1 There 
is another fact, however, which seems still more amazing, and 
that is, that Josephus does not allude in any way to the 
Christian movement, although it is impossible to suppose that 
he knew nothing about it; it is also very strange that he 
scarcely mentions the Messianism which occupied such a 
prominent position in Jewish history during the first century. 
The explanation of this silence lies in the character of Josephus 
and in the aim of his work. He wished to flatter the Romans 
and to get into their good graces, so he omitted anything 
which might offend or disquiet them. How, indeed, could he 
speak of the Messianists, and in particular of that group of 
them which bore the name of “Christian, 55 without saying 
that the object of their ardent hope was the destruction of all 
earthly empires, on the ruins of which the Kingdom of the 

is said to have worked miracles such as no other man has yet achieved. . . . 
He was a master, who did great things for those people who joyfully receive 
that which is unusual. . . . He led astray many of the Jews and also many 
Greeks and was regarded by them as the Christ. . . . Further, after Pilate 
had condemned Jesus to be crucified (having been charged with crime by 
some of the first men among us), those who had loved (or admired) him 
before did not cease to stir up trouble. They thought that after he had been 
dead for three days, he once more appeared among them alive, and they 
believed that the Prophet of the Lord had foretold this and many other 
marvels regarding him. And still the clan of those who are called Christians 
after him has not been stamped out.” 

1 The summary nature of the evidence of Josephus is, however, less 
astonishing when we remember, as H. YVindisch ( T.R ., 1929, p. 278) 
points out, that Josephus does not name a doctor like Hiliel, and makes no 
allusion to the Jewish heretical schools. 
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Messiah was to be established? 1 Since he felt it impossible 
to mention Christianity shorn of its Messianic element, Josephus 
preferred to be silent, in order that he might not expose 
Judaism to the accusation of a compromising connexion with 
a movement which was already hateful in the eyes of the 
ruling classes, to which, as Corssen has suggested (/£.jV*. T.W., 
XV, 1914, p. 135), during his first visit to Rome, Josephus 
may have called the attention of the court of Nero. 2 


Appendix.—The Evidence of the Slavonic Version of the 

Jewish War3 

In 1906 Alexander Berendts gave to the world the text of 
certain fragments which are of interest to the history of 
Christianity, which are peculiar to the Slavonic version of 

1 Nor is there any question of Messianism in what Josephus says about 
John the Baptist in A.J. , XVIII, 5, 2 Tflf 117-119. 

2 The reasons which explain the silence (or the discretion) of Josephus, 
also explain the fact that, according to Photius (cod. 13), Justus of 
Tiberias, author of a Chronicle and a History of the Jewish War , written at the 
same time and in the same spirit as the works of Josephus, does not mention 
Jesus or Christianity either. So far as Philo is concerned, the fact that he 
makes no mention of the Gospel is sufficiently explained when we recall 
the fact that most probably he died very soon after the year 40 of our era, 
and there is nothing to prove that Christianity had been taken to Alexandria 
before that date. 

3 A. Berendts: Die Zeugnisse vom Christentum im slavischen “ de Bello Judaico ” 
des Josephus ( T.U. , XIV, 4), Leipzig, 1906. A. Berendts and K. Grass: 
Flavius Josephus vom Jiidischen Kriege nach der slavischen Uebersetzung deutsch 
herausgegeben und mit dem griechischen Text verglichen , Dorpat, 1924-1927 
{Acta et Commentationes Universitatis Dorpatensis , B. Humaniora ). There is a 
German text and translation of the principal passages in Eisler. French 
translation by Salomon Reinach: Jean-Baptiste et Jesus suivant Josephe. 
Compte rendu critique du Jesus Basileus de R. Eisler , Paris, 1929 (extract from 
the Revue des etudes juives), pp. 132-136. This translation has been reproduced 
as an appendix to Vol. VII of the CEuvres de FI. Josephe , translated into 
French, Paris, 1932. There is an English translation by Thackeray as an 
appendix to his edition III, pp. 635-658 (with an indication, pp. 659-660, 
of the passages in the Greek text which have no equivalent in the Slavonic 
version) ; Eisler gives a bibliography and a complete history of all the 
works and discussions relating to the Slavonic version of Josephus. We would 
refer the reader to the two articles which we have written on this question: 
R.h.y CLXII, 1929, pp. 217-267, and R.h.p.r., X, 1930, pp. 177-190. 
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the Jewish War . Although they were published in Russia for 
the first time in 1866-1869, and then again in 1879, and were 
noticed by Bonwetsch in 1893, they did not attract the atten¬ 
tion of Western scholars. Berendts considered them authentic, 
and thought that the Slavonic version had been based on the 
Hebrew or Aramaic edition, which preceded the Greek edition, 
in which Josephus would not have thought it fitting to repro¬ 
duce them. This theory was vigorously opposed by critics like 
Schiirer, Harnack, and Jean Reville, and the arguments by 
which they supported the complete non-authenticity of the 
passages peculiar to the Slavonic version, or, as it is more 
convenient to call it, the Halosis , seemed so conclusive that, 
although some writers like Seeberg, Frey, and Goethals 
declared themselves convinced of the authenticity of this 
version, or at least of the antiquity of the text, the question 
was regarded as settled as soon as it was propounded. Robert 
Eisler reopened the question in 1926 with a series of com¬ 
munications to various learned societies, and he has devoted 
an important work to the defence of the authenticity of the 
Slavonic version in which he only admits that there have been 
certain Christian interpolations; he made use of these by 
supplementing them, with the help of other non-Christian 
documents which he managed to discover in order to construct 
an entirely new conception of the Gospel story. The admission 
of a considerable amount of interpolation is not the only 
modification that Eisler has imposed upon the theory of 
Berendts. He has also recognized that the theory of a translation 
made directly from the Hebrew or the Aramaic into Slavonic 
is untenable. In his opinion the Slavonic version was made 
in Lithuania between 1250 and 1260, on the basis of a Greek 
edition of the Halosis , and he thinks that if the passages peculiar 
to it are not in the Greek text, and that even sometimes they 
seriously contradict it, this is because the Greek edition which 
we possess has been seriously altered by the Christian censor. 
Although, in this new form, the theory of the authenticity 
of the Slavonic fragments avoids some of the objections which 
made the theory of Berendts untenable, there are still, in our 
opinion, sufficient reasons against this theory to make us 
pronounce, without hesitation, against the authenticity of these 
passages, and it is impossible to avoid the conclusion that we 
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are here dealing with evidence—in itself very interesting— 
relating to Jewish anti-Christian controversies. 1 

In order to show, even in a brief and arbitrary way, the 
reasons which have led us to this conclusion we must give 
first of all the two principal passages in the text of the Halosis 
which refer to Jesus. 2 3 

II, 174: At that time also a man came forward—if even it is 
fitting to call him man (simply). His nature as well as his form were 
a man’s, but his showing forth was more than (that) of a man. 
His works, that is to say, were godly and he wrought wonder deeds, 
amazing and full of power. Therefore it is not possible for me to call 
him a man [simply). But again, looking at the existence he shared 
with all, I would also not call him an angel. And all that he wrought 
through some kind of invisible power, he wrought by word and 
command. Some said of him that “our first Law-giver (Moses) 
has risen from the dead and shows forth many cures and arts.” 
But others supposed (less definitely) that he is sent by God. Now 
he opposed himself in much to the Law, and did not observe the 
Sabbath according to ancestral custom. Yet, on the other hand, 
he did nothing reprehensible nor any crime, but by word solely he 
effected everything .3 And many from the folk followed him and 
received his teachings. And many souls became wavering, supposing 
that thereby the Jewish tribe would free themselves from the 
Romans’ hands. Now it was his custom often to stop on the Mount 


1 Before we could use these passages from this point of view we would need 
to be quite certain at what period and in what setting they were written. 
It is not certain whether it is possible to find a solution to these questions. 

2 We are using here, slightly adapted in order to bring it into closer har¬ 
mony with the German translation by Eisler (II, p. 297), the translation 
given by Salomon Reinach (pp. 134 ff.). We print in italics the words 
which Eisler regards as interpolations. In order to examine the problem 
thoroughly it would be necessary to consider all the passages which refer 
to John the Baptist (according to II, ]f no, and according to II, If 168). 
I have done this elsewhere ( Jean-Baptiste , pp. 20-33). We ought also to 
examine the passage which reports the troubles stirred up in Galilee by 
the disciples of Jesus after the death of Agrippa I. For the discussion of this 
last passage, to which the threefold evidence of Tacitus, Josephus (Greek), 
and the Christian tradition is opposed, and which assumes that Cuspius 
Fadus and Tiberius Alexander exercised the functions of Procurator in 
common, I would refer the reader to my article in the Revue historique. 

3 Reinach takes this to mean that he did not perform magical incantations 
or make passes with his hands. 
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of Olives, facing the city. And there also he avouched his cures to 
the people. 

And there gathered themselves to him of servants a hundred and 
fifty, but of the folk a multitude. But when they saw his power, 
that he accomplished everything that he would by word, they urged 
him that he should enter the city and cut down the Roman soldiers 
and Pilate, and rule over us. But that one’scorned it. 1 And thereafter 
when knowledge of it came to the Jewish leaders, they gathered 
together with the high priest and spoke: “We are powerless and 
weak to withstand the Romans. But as withal the bow is bent, 2 3 
we will go and tell Pilate what we have heard, and we will be without 
distress, lest if he hear it from others, we be robbed of our sub¬ 
stance, and ourselves be put to the sword and our children ruined.” 
And they went and told it to Pilate. 

And he sent, and had many of the people cut down. And he had 
that wonder-doer brought up. And when he had instituted a trial 
concerning him he perceived that he is a doer of good, but not an 
evil-doer, nor a revolutionary, nor one who aimed at power, 
and let him free. He had, you should know, healed his dying wife. 
And he went to his accustomed place and wrought the accustomed 
works. And as again more folk gathered themselves together around 
him, then did he win glory through his works more than all. 

The teachers of the Law were (therefore) envenomed with envy 
and gave 30 talents to Pilate, in order that he should put him to 
death. And he, after he had taken the money, gave them consent 
that they should themselves carry out their purpose, and they took 
and crucified him according to the ancestral law .3 


1 The Roumanian version has “but his spirit was not disposed to that.” 
Reinach believes that here the text is corrupt and that something has 
fallen out. 

2 The meaning seems to be: “The matter is started; nothing can stop it”; 
evidently what the text means is that Pilate, in crushing the revolt, will 
not make any distinction between the innocent and the guilty and will 
lay the blame upon the authorities. S. Reinach renders: “Since the bent 
bow menaces us all,” and thinks this is a Scriptural phrase (Ps. ii. 2; 
Zech. ix. 13). This interpretation introduces an element into the text which 
does not exist. 

3 S. Reinach translates thus: “In accordance with the law of the Em¬ 
perors” (Roumanian text). The Roumanian text (Eisler, I, pp. 430-461) 
is an apocryphal account of Nicodemus contained in a manuscript belonging 
to the Rabbi Moses Gaster of London and translated by him for Eisler. 
In this account, which is fairly full, some fragments have been inserted 
which are given as coming from Josephus and which recur in the Halo sis. 
Chapter 18 corresponds to the fragment which follows Hal., II, If 174 
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According to V, ^ 195 1 : Above the inscription was suspended 
another in the same characters, saying: Jesus the king did not 
reign, but he was crucified by the Jews because he had predicted the 
destruction of the city and the ruin of the Temple. 

One remark must be made about the position of the fragment 
about Jesus on the Mount of Olives. 2 It is inserted between 
two incidents: the affair of the standards and the affair of 
the aqueduct, both of which were actions of Pilate which 
provoked great resentment among the Jews; Josephus also, 
although he supported the Roman cause, could not help 
feeling with his own people in this matter. The Greek text 
suggests a very close connexion between the two episodes. 
In the Slavonic version, however, the material inserted between 
these two fragments is quite different in character. It also 
mentions, it is true, some massacres of the Jews, but in this 
instance Pilate does not provoke the trouble; he simply con¬ 
fines his efforts to taking measures which, from his point of 
view, were inevitable. The coherent character of the Greek 
text does not reappear in the Slavonic version; this fact alone 
is sufficient to cast suspicion on the passages which appear in 
the latter version only. 

It is quite clear that these passages refer to Jesus, although 
he is not actually named. Eisler (II, pp. 354 ff.) does not 


(excepting that the healing of the wife of Pilate is not mentioned), but only 
to the point where it is said that Jesus having been set free the doctors of 
the Law were eaten up with envy (the beginning of Chapter 19); then 
comes a long account of the trial of Jesus, which is an elaborate paraphrase 
of the traditional account in the Gospels (Chapters 19-29, seven pages in 
Eisler’s book); at the close Pilate declares: “His people, the Jews, say that 
he aspires to be King, and it is for this that I have condemned him to death, 
but first of all you must bind him and scourge him.” The Roumanian text 
adds that, according to others, the Jews gave Pilate thirty talents in order 
to bribe him to destroy Jesus. Under these conditions it is very rash to use 
the words “after the usage of the Emperors” to correct the Slavonic text; 
on this point Eisler is more discreet than Reinach. 

1 After the mention of the pillars which bore the inscription (in Greek and 
in Latin, according to the Greek text; also in Hebrew, according to the 
Slavonic version) which forbade foreigners to enter the .sanctuary. 

2 Seeberg (Eine neue Quelle zur Geschichte des Urchristentums in Von Christus 
und dem Christentum , Leipzig, 1908, p. 53) has some useful observations on 
this subject. 
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think that the absence of the name is due to the censor who 
wished to eliminate an insulting term—Jesus Ben-Panthera— 
for it would have been possible to omit whatever might hurt 
the feelings of the Christians, and yet leave the name of Jesus 
in the text. He imagines that the person who omitted the 
name of Jesus is the Jewish owner of the Greek manuscript 
whence the Slavonic version is derived, the reason being that 
he wished to avoid difficulties with the censor. But the fear 
of the censor would have led not merely to the suppression 
of the name of Jesus, but of the whole passage; now no one 
can read this passage without seeing instantly that it is an 
attempt to tell the story of Jesus. Further, the absence of a 
proper name is not an isolated fact. In Hal., II, Tf 220, Jesus 
is not named; he is simply called, “worker of miracles.” Nor 
is John the Baptist named in the two passages which refer 
to him (Hal., II, K no and ^ 168). Thus we are here dealing 
with something systematic. 

Some explanation is needed, and this is the conclusion at 
which I have arrived: the author of the fragment wished to 
insert things which he believed concerning Jesus which he 
could not say directly because he neither wished nor dared 
to contradict the Christian tradition openly. 1 The narrative 
in the Slavonic version is based upon the Christian tradition. 2 
The idea that Jesus might be Moses risen from the dead arises 
out of the interpretation of the Sermon on the Mount as the 
legislation of the New Covenant, with the addition, also, of 
the Gospel narratives, according to which people were asking 
whether Jesus might not be a prophet risen from the dead 
(Mark vi. 14-16), Mark viii. 27-28*), and the episode of the 
Transfiguration in which he talks with Moses (Mark ix. 2-8 *).3 
The idea that the followers of Jesus wanted to urge him on 
to deliver his people from the yoke of Rome comes from 
John vi. 15, in which it is said that the people wanted to take 

1 This is the reason which prevents me from believing, as I did at first, 
that the passages from the Slavonic version are Christian in origin. See the 
article: Le timoignage de la version slave de la Guerre juive de Jos&phe sur la mort 
el la resurrection de Jesus , R.h.r., XCIII, 1926, pp. 22-43, in which I have 
summarized the remarks which I made in a discussion which followed the 
first communication of Eisler to the Socitie Ernest Renan. 

2 I have tried to show this in detail: R.h.r., XCIII, 1926, pp. 29-38. 

3 This comparison between Moses and Jesus was frequent. Cf. John i. 17. 
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Jesus and make him king. 1 The council meeting of the Jewish 
authorities, which precedes the decision to denounce him to 
Pilate, is merely a paraphrase of John xi. 47-48. 

In my opinion, to infer from the Slavonic fragment that 
its author did not know anything about the Galilean ministry 
of Jesus because he narrates only the circumstances which led 
Pilate to crucify him, or have him crucified, is an untenable 
position. 

The idea that Jesus was denounced to Pilate by the Jewish 
authorities, an idea which is developed to the point of buying 
from the Jews Pilate’s consent to the death of Jesus, and the 
admission of the innocence of Jesus by the Procurator, are 
elements which come from the Gospel tradition in the secondary 
form given to them by apologetics. 

The healing of the wife of Pilate, the thirty talents, an 
obvious transference of the thirty pieces of silver paid to 
Judas, are details which do not need to be noted specially; 
finally the execution of Jesus by the Jews is an idea which 
often occurs in the more secondary forms of the Gospel 
tradition, especially in the Gospel of Peter. 2 

Even if we admit the interpolations which Eisler believes 
he has discovered, sufficient signs still remain of the depen¬ 
dence of this narrative upon the Christian tradition. Thus the 
Slavonic narrative does not bear the marks of independent 
evidence. If a person who possesses first-hand information is 
relating the facts he knows, he does not weave into his narra¬ 
tive elements drawn from a tradition which actually contradicts 
his own statements. 

But is it legitimate to admit that the text is interpolated? 
We do not believe so. Certainly it is not absolutely coherent; 
but the hypothesis of alteration is not the only theory which 
might explain its character. The dual nature of the sources 
(the Christian tradition and anti-Christian controversy) in 
itself makes this quite evident. 

From a comprehensive point of view, on the whole this 
passage is favourable to Jesus. Even if we hold that the early 
phrases have been either interpolated or recast, if they do 

1 Cf. also Acts i. 6, where the disciples enquire of the Risen Christ when he 
will restore the Kingdom to Israel. 

5 W. Bauer: L.J. nt. Ap ., pp. 199, s. 478. 
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not actually affirm the idea of the divinity of Jesus, at least 
they clearly imply it, and the fact remains that Jesus accom¬ 
plished miracles by his word, without having recourse to any 
magical process; that the impression he produces is such that 
the people regard him either as Moses who has reappeared 
on the earth, or as a messenger of God; that, urged to place 
himself at the head of an insurrectionary movement, he refuses, 
and that finally, if the Jewish authorities sacrifice him, it is 
because they believe that the enterprise to which his followers 
wish to drive him is a rash one, and they insist on avoiding 
being involved in the repercussions of a movement destined 
to certain defeat. 

It is because the general tenor of these passages seems 
favourable towards Jesus that, at first sight, we were inclined 
to regard them as a development of Christian legend. Since, 
however, from this point of view it is impossible to give a 
satisfying explanation for the absence of the name of Jesus, 
we ought to add that there is nothing in this passage which 
represents Jesus as Saviour, nothing which refers to the virgin 
birth, nor to the resurrection. The theory of a pastiche in 
which the point of view of Josephus was remembered, and his 
style imitated, is obviously untenable. Anyone who reads this 
passage thinking to find in it an exact picture of what really 
happened, would imagine that Jesus possessed a miraculous 
power which would have allowed him to have made some 
attempt to liberate his nation from the yoke of Rome. Instead 
of doing so, however, and in spite of the urgent requests 
of his followers, he refused, and in spite of his lack of 
courage, he perished a victim to the Roman system of oppres¬ 
sion, without even having the glory of being considered a 
martyr in a sacred cause. These considerations lead inevitably 
to the conclusion that actually Jesus was only an impostor, 
a timid and unhappy individual; hence there is no need for 
us to regard him as a divine personage, or a prophet, to expect 
anything of him or to venerate his memory. The tendency 
of the passage therefore is distinctly anti-Christian; it avoids 
gross calumnies, it is true, but its general drift is quite clear. 
The picture presented in the Slavonic fragment is based too 
closely on the Christian tradition to have been of a kind to 
make the Christians abandon their faith; thus we can only 
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conclude that it was conceived with a view of hindering Jews 
from becoming converted to Christianity. 

From these considerations, therefore, we can see the reason 
for the lack of unity in this passage, without finding it necessary 
to have recourse to any theory of interpolation. The author 
has blended his own inventions with ideas borrowed from the 
Christian tradition in such a way that he manages to insinuate 
what he dare not say openly for fear of the censor. It is 
therefore impossible to attribute this passage to Josephus, or 
to admit that it has any documentary value as evidence. 
It is simply a fragment of Jewish apologetic and nothing 
more. 

The passage which relates to the inscription in the Temple, 
said to have commemorated the crucifixion of Jesus, only 
needs a very brief notice. Eisler regards this inscription as 
a reply of the Jewish authorities to the inscription on the 
Cross, which they regarded as an insult to their nation; in 
order to hold this view, however, he is obliged to consider 
the incident as it is reported by John; the Johannine story, 
however, is only a secondary development of historical data 
supplied by Mark in a more sober and restrained manner. 
There are also further and more serious objections. An inscrip¬ 
tion would not have borne the word ‘Jesus 55 by itself, a name 
which was in fairly wide use, but “Jesus, son of Joseph, 55 or 
“Jesus the carpenter, 55 or “Jesus of Nazareth, 55 in any case 
there would have been some more precise designation. Hence 
there is no evidence of an eye-witness behind Halosis y V, 195. 
Further, the words “crucified by the Jews 55 show very clearly 
that the Slavonic version depends very closely on the Christian 
tradition, and even on a secondary form of this tradition. 
Eisler tries to escape from this conclusion by saying that the 
intervention of the Romans was not mentioned because in 
the person of Jesus it was important to make it quite clear 
that he was not a Messianic impostor, accepted by the autho¬ 
rities, that is to say that Judaism itself had been condemned, 
but that Jesus had been rejected by the Jews. Eisler considers 
these words “by the Jews 55 as a Christian interpolation. From 
the point of view of criticism this is untenable. We have no 
right to eliminate a clause in a passage which, as it has been 
transmitted to us is perfectly homogeneous, simply because 
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it constitutes a decisive objection to the authenticity of a text 
which we desire to be authentic. 1 

Hence we may sum up thus: the passages which belong to 
the Slavonic version are neither authentic nor historical. They 
may be of some interest for the history of the development 
of legend, and for that of Jewish apologetic; for the story of 
Jesus they are of no value whatsoever. 


II. Pagan Sources 
i. Thallus the Samaritan 2 

The first non-Christian author who, so far as we know, has 
alluded, if not to Jesus, at least to the Gospel tradition, is 
Thallus, concerning whom Julius Africanus thus expresses 
himself: 3 Tovro to gkotos k/cXeufjcv tov tjXlou OaXXos airoKaXei 
kv Tpirr) rcov loToopicov, a>s kpcol Sokgl aXoyojs. “Thallus, in the 
third book of his history, calls this darkness an eclipse of 
the sun, but in my opinion he is wrong.” The reference 
is to the darkness which, according to the story in the 
Gospels, accompanied the death of Jesus; thus Thallus 
explains this mysterious darkness as an eclipse of the sun. 
Julius Africanus was opposed to this view; in his mind the 
darkness was not a natural phenomenon, but a miracle. If 

1 In my opinion no useful purpose would be served by discussing the last 
passage in which Jesus is mentioned (after V, Tf 214); it refers to the resur¬ 
rection and the veil of the Temple. It is enough to note that it is added 
after the description of the sanctuary, and is thus placed after a passage 
in which there has been a mention of persecutions of the Christians during 
the period which followed the death of Agrippa I (II, 221), whereas its 
normal position would have been after the place in which the crucifixion 
is mentioned. If the author had been using an historical tradition he would 
have placed this detail in the period to which it belonged. The position of 
this fragment betrays the hand of an interpolator who here introduces 
fragments which he wants to add to the text wherever it gives him an 
opportunity to do so. 

2 Eisler, II, pp. 138 ff. Cf. Maurice Goguel: Ur nouveau timoignage 
non-chritien sur la tradition evangelique d'aprte M. Eisler , R.h.r., XCVIII, 
1928, pp. 1-12. 

3 C. Muller: Fragmenta historicorum graecorum , Paris, 1841-1870, III, pp. 
517 ff. This fragment has been preserved by the Byzantine chronicler 
George the Syncellus. It is curious that no exegete has given any attention 
to this text, although it has been reproduced by Schurer, III, p. 369. 
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Thallus had been writing simply as a chronographer who 
mentions an eclipse which occurred in the fifteenth year of 
the reign of Tiberius, Julius Africanus would not have said 
that he was mistaken, but he would have used his evidence 
to confirm the Christian tradition. 1 Thus Thallus interpreted 
a fact that Christian tradition presented as miraculous as 
a natural phenomenon. This proves that he knew this 
tradition. 

Eusebius 2 reports that Thallus had written a history in three 
books which covered the period from the fall of Troy to the 
167th Olympiad (112-109 b.c.). The text of Eusebius must 
certainly have been altered, since we know that Thallus men¬ 
tioned a fact which belonged to the fifteenth year of Tiberius. 
Adopting a conjecture of Carl Mtiller, Eisler proposes to 
correct p ££ (167 th ) to (207 th ) ( A - D * 49“5 2 )- 3 4 5 The theory 
is attractive, but, since we only possess the Chronicle of Eusebius 
in an Armenian version we cannot be sure whether the altera¬ 
tion has taken place in the Greek text and not in the Armenian 
version, or at the moment of the passage from the Greek to 
the Armenian. One thing only is certain, and this is that 
Thallus wrote after 29 (the fifteenth year of Tiberius) and 
before 221 (the date at which his work was used by Julius 
Africanus). 

Some passages in Thallus which have been preserved by 
various writers reveal an author eager to combine the legends 
and traditions of the East with those of Greece .4 

Now Muller, Schiirer, Christ, 5 and later, Eisler, identify this 
Thallus with that freedman of Tiberius, of Samaritan origin, 

1 Just as Origen (C. Celsum , II, 33, 59) and Eusebius ( Chroniqne , ed. Karst, 
Leipzig, 1911, p. 213) invokes that of Phlegon of Sardis. 

5 Chronique, ed. Karst, p. 125. 

3 The p is supposed to have been substituted for an a and the ( is said 
to be a dittograph for the f. The reading cr££ = 267 (289-292 a.d.) is 
impossible, since Julius Africanus, who has used Thallus, ends his Chronicle 
in the year 221. 

4 Schurer, III, p. 369. W. Christ: Geschichte der griechischen Literatur, 
Munchen, 1905, p. 705. 

5 These authors have not perceived the interest which the evidence of 
Thallus possesses for the history of the Christian tradition. In consequence 
the identification which they propose cannot be suspected of having been 
imagined to meet the needs of the case. 
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mentioned by Josephus, 1 who lent a large sum of money to 
Agrippa shortly before the latter became King of Judaea. The 
name of Thallus is not so common that we might consider 
it rash to identify the person named by Josephus with the 
author of the Chronicle used by Julius Africanus and Eusebius. 
Freed by Tiberius, being in a condition to lend a large sum 
to Agrippa, at that time Thallus could not have been a very 
young man. We are still within the range of possibility if we 
conjecture that he may have lived some fifteen or twenty years 
after the master who had set him free; this would place the 
probable terminus ad quem of his death about the year 60. As 
there is no reason to think that Thallus would have waited 
till the last months of his life to write his Chronicle , it would 
seem that it may have been written during the middle of the 
first century of our era, 2 at Rome. Now, as we have seen, 
Thallus was offering the usual interpretation given by the 
Christians concerning the darkness which accompanied the 
death of Jesus. This shows that this detail was known in Rome, 
in the middle of the first century, in a circle near to the Imperial 
House. A small detail of this kind could not have been pre¬ 
served and transmitted save within the setting of a narrative 
of the Passion. 

Eisler (who was the first to perceive the interest of the 
evidence of Thallus) has thus brought to light two facts of 
great importance: (i) the Gospel tradition, or at least the 
traditional story of the Passion, was known in Rome in non- 
Christian circles towards the middle of the first century; 
(ii) the enemies of Christianity tried to destroy this Christian 
tradition by giving a natural interpretation to the facts which 
it reported. 

1 A.J., XVIII, 6, 4, 167. It is true that Thallus is only a conjecture 

which all the editors of Josephus (with the exception of Niese) have adopted 
since the eighteenth century. The manuscripts, with one exception (E, 
which also docs not contain the text, but simply a summary of the Anti¬ 
quities), read aAAog Za/iapevg. E only has 27 a/uapevg, which is a correction 
intended to eliminate an obscure passage. No other Samaritan being 
mentioned in the pages which precede it, and the name of Thallus being 
verified by the inscriptions for the servants of the house of Claudius, the 
correction of aAAog into 0 aAAog seems most natural. 

2 Salomon Reinach (Jean-Baptiste et Jesus suivant Jostphe, p. 122) admits 
that he wrote verse 52. 
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ii. Pliny the Younger 


L <. 


The first Latin_pa s sage in which Christ is mentioned dates 
from no; this is the letter in which Pliny the Younger, who 
was then Governor of Bithynia, consults Trajan about the line 
of action he should take with regard to the Christians. 1 He 
states that the enquiries he has made have convinced him that 
Christianity is merely, a crude superstition. There is only one 
point to note in what he says about the practices of the Chris¬ 
tians. He says that they assemble themselves together regularly 
on a certain day, and sing “a hymn to Christ as to a god” 
(i carmen Christo quasi deo dicere ). This passage is clear evidence 
that Christ was worshipped, but it does not tell us plainly 
exactly what the Christians thought about him. The expression 
Christo quasi deo seems to indicate that, in Pliny’s opinion, Christ 
was not a god like those which other men worshipped. May 
we not conclude that the fact which distinguished Christ from 
all other 4 ‘gods” was that he had lived upon the earth? 

The passage from Pliny is not a piece of independent evidence 
of the Christian tradition, because it was after having examined 
Christians about their beliefs that Pliny tells Trajan what he 
has discovered. 


vx iii 


iii. Tacitus 


The evidence from Tacitus is more explicit: 

“In order to destroy the rumour (which accused him of having set 
fire to Rome) he (Nero) invented a charge of guilt, and inflicted the 
most appalling tortures on those who were hated on account of 
their abominations, and who were called Christians by the multi¬ 
tude. This name comes to them from Christ, whom the Procurator 
Pontius Pilate, under the rule of Tiberius, had handed over to the 
torture. Repressed for the moment, this detestable superstition 


1 Ep ., X, 96. The authenticity of this passage, which has sometimes been 
challenged since Semler, is now usually accepted, although it may very 
well contain some Christian interpolations, which, however, do not affect 
the subject with which we are dealing at all. See Guignebert, Tertullien , 
Paris, 1901, pp. 77-90. Maurice Goguel: UEucharistie des origines d Justin 
Martyr , Paris, 1910, pp. 259-263. E. C. Babut: Remarques sur les deux lettres 
de PLine et de Trajan relatives aux chriticns dc Bithynie } R.h.l.r., 1910, pp. 
289-307. 
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broke out anew, no longer simply in Judaea, where the evil arose, 
but at Rome, into which t here flows all that is horrible and shameful 
in the whole world s and flnds many people to supportTt?’ 1 

The authenticity of this passage, which is contested only by 
Hochart and Drews, 2 3 4 is admitted by all philologists. It con¬ 
tains twp different statements. First of all, a mention of the I • 
persecution of Nero, which reflects the sentiments of Tacitus 
and of his contemporaries towards the Christians, then some 1 
remarks about the Christ, which may be drawn from a docu¬ 
mentary source, because there is not a word like dicunt or 
ferunt which would justify us in believing that Tacitus was 
speaking from hearsay. Some authors have thought that in 
this instance the historian was utilizing information which 
he had procured from a Christian source ;3 but this view 
breaks down when we note that the leading idea in this 
mention of Christianity is the fact that the Christian move¬ 
ment, suppressed by the execution of its founder, did not 
reawaken until a little before the year 64; in any case this 
idea cannot be of Christian origin. Neither can Tacitus have 
procured his information from a Jewish source. What he 
actually says about the “detestable superstition” which re¬ 
awakens simultaneously both in Judaea and in Rome, a little 
before the year 64, does not distinguish between the two forms 
of Messianism which were represented by Christianity and 
by Judaism. The words “not only in Judaea” can only refer 
to the outbreak of nationalism which provoked the Jewish 
revolt and the Jewish war. 4 Further, a Jewish document 
would never have represented Judaism as united with Chris¬ 
tianity, nor would it ever have called Jesus “the Christ.” 


1 Annales , XV, 44. We follow here the translation by H. Goelzer. 

2 Hochart : Etudes an sujet de la persecution des chretiens sous Neron , Paris, 
i 885, p. viii; De Vauthenticity des Annales et des Histoires de Tacite, Bordeaux, 
1890; Nouvelles considerations au sujet des Annales et des Histoires de Tacite , 
Paris, 1894. Drews: Die Christusmythe , I, p. 179. 

3 E. Meyer ( Ursprung und Anfange des Christentums , Berlin, Stuttgart, 1921— 
I 9 2 3 > b P- 20 9 > n - U HI, p. 505) and Cichorius (quoted by Norden: 
N. Jahrb., 1913, pp. 651 ff.) think that Tacitus is alluding to the article in 
the creed “he suffered under Pontius Pilate,” or that he is making use of 
information gathered in the course of his administration in Asia. 

4 Corssen: XIV, 1913, p. 123. 
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Thus Tacitus is evidently quoting from a pagan source. .May 
we infer that Tacitus had consulted the Imperial archives for 
an official report of the trial of Jesus? The hypothesis is simply 
mentioned as a reminder, for it is very doubtful whether an 
official report about the death of Jesus 1 was ever sent to Rome, 
and, even if this document had ever existed, Tacitus would 
scarcely have been able to make use of it, since the archives 
of the Emperor were secret, and there is nothing to justify us 
in supposing that an exception to the general rule would have 
been made in favour of the historian. 2 

Harnack thinks that Tacitus had made use of the Jewish 
Antiquities. The fact that he did use the Jewish War is not a 
final argument in support of this hypothesis. Tacitus could not 
neglect a document as important as the narrative of the war 
by Josephus, but it seems very unlikely that Tacitus, who had 
the most profound contempt for Judaism, would have searched 
the Antiquities to find something to complete his narrative of 
the fire of Rome. The differences between the passage in 
Josephus and that in Tac rtus~afe~tdo^grea t to aHjaw us to 
suppose that the one might have been the source of the other. 
Josephus says that the death of Jesus did not cause the faith 
.of'his disciples to break down; a ccordin g_jta_ Iacitus Chris¬ 
tianity vanished for a time after the death of its founder. The 
attitude of Josephus towards Christianity is, on the whole, 
favourable ;3 that of Tacitus is wholly contemptuous. Finally, 
Tacitus appears to take the word “Christ” as a proper name, 
while Josephus knows that the leader of the sect was called 
Jesus, and that the word Christ represented the dignity which 
he claimed to possess. 

Goetz 4 suggests that Tacitus obtained his information about 
Christianity from his friend Pliny the Younger. The point of 
view of the two men is the same. On the other hand, while 
they were agreed in regarding it as a pure superstition, Pliny 
considers this superstition innocent; whereas Tacitus seems 

1 See later, pp. 99 IT. I 

1 Tacitus: Histoires, IV, 40. Cf. Ph. Fabia: Les sources de Tacite, Paris, 
1893, pp. 324 ff. 

3 Assuming of course that we admit the authenticity of the passage A.J., 
XVIII, 3, 3, 1111 63-64, as Harnack does. 

4 Die urspriingliche Fassung der Stelle Ant., XVIII, 3> 3 > ttnd hir Verhuttniss zu 
Tacitus, Ann., XV, 44, Z-^-T.W., XIV, 1913, pp. 295 ff. 
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to have been influenced by the charges laid at the door 
of the Christians, and he describes their superstition as 
“detestable.” 

Monsignor Batiffol 1 has suggested that Tacitus might have 
borrowed his paragraph about the Christians from the Histories 
of Pliny the Elder. This is a conjecture which, by its very nature, 
cannot be verified, and is in consequence without interest. But 
one fact seems to us to be certain, and that is this: that T acitus 
knew a document which was neither Jewish nor Christian, 
but pagan, which connected Christianity with the Christ who 
was crucified under Pontius Pilate. It is not necessary to 
emphasize the importance of this statement. 


iv. Suetonius 

In his Life of Nero (16), Suetonius mentions the persecution 
of the Christians, but without saying anything about him 
whose name they bore. In his Life of Claudius (25, 4) he speaks 
incidentally of the expulsion of the Jews from Rome: “ Judaeos 
impulsore Chresto assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit .” 2 3 “He expelled 
from Rome the Jews who, under the influence of Chrestos, 
did not cease to agitate.” Is Chrestos 3 an unknown Jewish 
agitator who stirred up trouble in the Jewish colony at Rome? 4 * 

1 Orpheus et VLvangile , Paris, 1910, pp. 46 ff. 

2 The book of Acts (xviii. 2) alludes to this expulsion of the Jews. We have 
further evidence in the works of the historian Paulus Orosius, according 
to which the measure in question was put into force in the ninth year of 
the reign of Claudius, possibly in 49 (VII, 6, 15). Orosius appeals to the 
authority of Josephus, but either the reference he gives has become con¬ 
fused in transmission, or he is alluding to some passage in Josephus which 
has not been preserved. 

3 Linck (De antiquissimis , p. 106, n. 2) gives a list of more than eighty 
inscriptions in which this name occurs. 

4 Eisler (I, pp. 132 If.), who understands the text of Suetonius in this 
sense, thi:.ks that this Chrestos was none other than Simon Magus who 
may have gone to Rome and given himself out to be the Christ, Jesus 
redivivus. Simon Peter is said to have opposed him. It is assumed that 
it was the quarrels and discussions between the partisans of the two Simons, 
as well as between the Messianist Jews and those who were sceptical, which 
caused the decree of expulsion to be issued by Claudius. Even merely to 
discuss this hypothesis we would need to have a confidence in the romance 
of the Clementines which it does not deserve. 






9 8 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

Or, since the Christians seem to have been called Xpiqcmavot at 
Rome and not Xpurriavol , x can it be that the Jewish circles in 
Rome had been agitated by the preaching of the Gospel, and 
that Suetonius, who only viewed the matter from the point of 
view of a detached outsider, may have thought that this 
“Chrestos” about whom they disputed was actually in Rome 
at that time? The nature of the passage forbids us to draw 
from it any certain conclusions in answer to our questions. In 
any case, the fact that Suetonius names Chrestos as a person 
who was known, without adding to his name quodam or aliquo , 
seems to favour the second interpretation. If Suetonius really 
believed that Jesus had come to Rome in the reign of 
Claudius, this shows how little the Romans thought of the 
traditions to which the Christians referred. 

5. Conclusion 

Thus the testimony of the Latin authors to Jesus does not 
amount to very much, and, if we except the evidence of 
Tacitus, all it does is to reveal the existence of groups “of 
believers bearing the name of Christ. It is quite natural that 
this material should be so scanty. The importance assumed 
by Christianity later on makes it very easy for us to fall into 
an error in perspective. Because the birth of Christianity was 
the most pregnant fact in the whole history of the first century, 
we find it difficult to realize that its contemporaries did not 
see its importance. We forget that, for a Pliny or a Tacitus 
or a Suetonius, and, indeed, for the whole of Roman society 
in the first century, Christianity was merely a contemptible 
Eastern superstition. It was ignored, save when it proved the 
occasion of political and social ferment. It is from this point 
of view alone that the Latin authors sp.e ak of it, and it is 
natural that they should not take the trouble to collect and 

1 In Tacitus {Annals, XV, 44) the codex Mediceus has the form Chrestianos; 
in the only three passages in the New Testament where the word “Chris¬ 
tians” occurs (Acts xi. 26, xxvi. 28; 1 Pet. iv. 16) the original text of N 
has XpTjaiLavol, that of Manuscript B Xpianavol. The form Xprjonavoi 
is frequently found in inscriptions (Linck: De antiquissimus , pp. 78 ff.). 
Cf. also Justin, I, Ap. 4. Tertullian: Apol. 3. Ad nationes, 13. Lactantius: 
Div. Inst., IV, 7. 
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examine the real or fictitious traditions to which those whom 
they regarded as agitators referred. 

Windisch 1 has remarked that the relative silence of Roman 
authors regarding Jesus is not without parallels. Herodotus 
speaks similarly of the religion of the Persians without any 
mention of Zoroaster. Dion Cassius (69, 12-14) gives an 
account of the Jewish revolt under Hadrian without men¬ 
tioning the name of Bar Cochba, and apart from Philostratus 
we would scarcely have known the name of Apollonius of 
Tyana. 

Thus the evidence of the Latin authors is mainly negative; 
that of Tacitus, it is true, constitutes a serious objection to the 
theory of non-historicity; but the evidence supplied by_ the 
othe r writers does not yield any ma teria l for the enrichmen t 
of our knowledge of the life of Tesus which w e possess in the 

Christian tradition. 


Appendix.—The “Acta Pilati”* 

From time to time, both the friends and enemies of Chris¬ 
tianity have invoked the authority of a report addressed by 
Pilate to Tiberius, that is to say, of an official account of the 
charges against Jesus and of his sentence; but sometimes they 
have referred to the text of a book whose existence they have 
merely supposed to be true, and sometimes they have been 
deceived by false information. 

Is it certain that the Procurator of Judaea, after he had passed 
a capital sentence upon an “alien” (that is to say, on a person 
who did not possess the status of Roman citizenship), would 
have sent in an account of this fact to Rome, and that a 
detailed report of the trial and the sentence of Jesus would 
thus have found a place in the Imperial archives? Salomon 

* T.R. , 1929, p. 278. 

2 R. A. Lipsius: Die Pilatusakten , Kiel, 1871, *1886. Harnack: Gesch. der 
altchrstl. Litt. bis Eusebius , Leipzig, 1893-1904, II, i, pp. 604-612. Barden- 
hewer : Gesch. der altkirchl. Litt., I, Freiburg im Breisgau, 1902, pp. 409-411. 
A. Stuelken: Pilatusakten in Hennecke: Neut . Ap ., pp. 77 fL, and 
Handb. z . d. neut. Ap ., pp. 143-153. S. Reinach: A propos de la curiositS de 
Tibhe , C.M.R. , III, p. 161. Eisler, I, pp. 128 ff.; II, pp. 327 ff. 
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Reinach and Eisler claim that this is so. The matter is, how¬ 
ever, far from certain, and it is very possible that in the eyes 
of Pilate the verdict passed on Jesus and his execution were 
simply an administrative act incurred in the discharge of the 
duty of policing Palestine, of which he was not in any way 
bound to render an account. The anxiety of the Procurators 
to prevent their administration from being considered either 
weak or brutal, according to circumstances, would lead them 
to exercise a certain reserve in their reports to Rome. Where 
a man like Pilate was concerned, we must also take into 
account the fact that he would be very anxious to hide his 
fraudulent and brutal transactions from the authorities. Philo 1 
has preserved for us the accusation against Pilate by Agrippa; 
in it the Procurator is accused, among other things, of having 
put to death, time after time, and regularly, people whose 
sentence was illegal (Toys’ aKplrovs /cat €ttoX\t]\ovs povovs). 

Can we think that, in the case of each of these judicial murders, 
Pilate would send a report to Rome? It would doubtless be 
going too far to affirm that there may be no mention of Jesus 
of any kind in the Imperial archives, but the existence at Rome 
of a report concerning the death of Jesus cannot be affirmed 
a priori , and it remains at least very problematical. 

The first mention of such a report appears towards the middle 
of the second century in the Apology of Justin Martyr. In 
order to support what he says about the miracles and the 
Passion of Jesus, Justin refers his readers to the “acts of that 
which took place under Pontius Pilate.” 2 He does not express 
himself so clearly that we can be sure that he is himself 
acquainted with the document of which he speaks. He believes 
in its existence, and thinks that the Emperors to whom he 
addresses his remarks first of all may also have knowledge 
of it. Justin Martyr, in his view of the story of the Passion, 
follows the tradition of the Gospels, according to which the 
Jews took the initiative in bringing charges against Jesus, 
Pilate having only, after a certain resistance, yielded to their 
urgency. Now it is not at all certain that this is the true view 

1 Legatio ad Cajum , 38 (£d. Mangey, II, p. 590). 

3 Justin, I, Ap., 35, 9; 48, 3. Cf. 38, 7. 


NON-CHRISTIAN SOURCES OF THE GOSPEL STORY ioi 


of his case, since the trial and the execution were Roman. 
Therefore it is clear that Justin possessed no other documentary 
evidence than that which the Gospels contained, and that he 
was so entirely persuaded that they gave an exact record of 
the facts, that he boldly conjectured the existence of a Roman 
document which would give the account of these facts in the 
same manner. 

After Justin, Tertullian 1 speaks of a report which Pilate is 
supposed to have addressed to the Emperor; he thinks it was 
less a narrative of facts than a veritable apology for the 
Christian religion, which Pilate, “already a Christian.in his 
conscience” {jam pro sua conscientia christianus ), is supposed to 
have addressed to the Emperor, and as a result of which 
Tiberius is said to have asked the Senate that the divinity 
of Christ might be officially recognized. Such a document could 
only have been the work of a Christian writer. 3 

Had Tertullian such a document actually in his hands? 
or was he speaking from hearsay and conjecture? This second 
hypothesis seems the more likely, if we take into account the 
fact that in 5, 27, Tiberius is represented as having pronounced 
personally in favour of Christianity, and as having persisted 
in this attitude in spite of the refusal of the Senate to follow 
his suggestion; whereas in 21, 24, it is simply stated that the 
Caesars would have believed in Christ if they could have been 
Christians and Caesars at the same time. There is a difference 
between these two references which could not be explained 
if Tertullian were referring to a document which he actually 
had before his eyes. 

Alongside of the acts, letters, or reports of Pilate which are 
of Christian origin there was another kind of Acts of Pilate , 
that of which Eusebius speaks {Eccl. Hist ., IX, 5, i) as “full 

1 Tertullian: Apologeticum , 21, 24. Cf. 5, 21. 

2 Eusebius (Eccl. Hist., II, 2) quotes the passage from Tertullian, but does 
not seem to have known the document of which he speaks. Later there 
came into existence a whole literature called Acta Pilati, which, especially 
in the form which it assumed in the Gospel of Nicodemus, enjoyed a great 
vogue in the Middle Ages. This literature does not seem to have been 
earlier than the fourth century, although it may have been based on 
some far older material. 


102 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

of blasphemies against Christ.” They were published by order 
of Maximinus Da’ia, and measures were taken to ensure their 
having the largest possible publicity. 1 It is usually admitted 
that these acts of Maximinus Daia were simply a piece of 
controversial propaganda, merely a reply to the Acta Pilati of 
the Christians, and, like them, destitute of all historical value. 
Eusebius, who was already of this opinion, justifies this view 
by an argument which until then had seemed irresistible. He 
recalls that according to the testimony of Josephus 2 Tiberius 
sent Pilate as Procurator to Judaea in the twelfth year of his 
reign (August 19, 25-August 18, 26), and that this magistrate 
remained in exercise of his duties almost until the death of 
the Emperor (March 16, 37). Pilate would thus have governed 
Judaea from the beginning of 26 to the end of 36 or the 
beginning of 37. Now the Acts of Maximinus Da'ia place the 
crucifixion of Jesus under the fourth consulate of Tiberius, the 
seventh year of his reign, probably at the Passover of the year 
21. “Now it is shown,” says Eusebius, “that at this epoch 
Pilate was no longer governor of Judaea, if we are to believe 
the testimony of Josephus” (ei ye rw 3 Icooryno) pLaprvpi 
Xp^dOac 8 eov. Eccl. Hist., I, 9, 3-4). Eisler thinks that in 
order to discredit the “Acts” which the Imperial Government 
had just issued, the date of the death of Jesus was falsified 
by Christian apologists, who altered the manuscript of Josephus 
in this sense. He does not, however, explain how it was that 
no enemy of the Christians arose to denounce such a shocking 
forgery and to produce older manuscripts which would have 
thrown the Christians into confusion. Are we to suppose that 
they alone possessed the works of Josephus and that no one 
outside their ranks had ever read him? 

Eisler interprets the words: “if we are to believe the testi¬ 
mony of Josephus,” which Eusebius employs in this sense, that 
although he referred to them, he may have had the feeling 
that the manuscripts which he used were not very reliable 
evidence. Eusebius expresses himself in terms which show that 
for him the evidence of Josephus is quite definite. The phrase 
on which Eisler lays so much stress is, therefore, very likely 
an ironical point addressed to the author and the defenders 

1 The schoolmasters were ordered to make their children read it. 

^ Josephus, A.J., XVIII, 2, 2, Ifif 33-35. Cf. iv, 2, If 89. 
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of the Acta Pilati of Maximinus Daia. “You are trusting in 
a document,” he says, “which contradicts decisive evidence, 
you are thus obliged to admit its falsity, at least to the extent 
that while denying the evidence you would not go so far as 
to reject the witness of Josephus.” To us, therefore, it seems 
quite arbitrary to correct the text of the Antiquities , XVIII, 
2, 2, 35; iv, 2, 89, as Eisler does, in such a way as to give to 
the government of the predecessor of Pilate, Gratus, a length 
of four years instead of eleven (IA corrected to A), and to that 
of Pilate himself a period of nineteen years instead of ten 
(IZ instead of I ). 1 

Eisler produces another argument in support of the date 
given by the Acts of Maximinus Daia for the death of Jesus. 
How could the Imperial administration, he asks, give a false 
date in a document which it had published, since it possessed 
the actual records of the trial? Would it not have been highly 
imprudent to insert a date, whose falsity could easily be proved, 
in a document which was intended to confound the Christians? 
This argument would carry great weight if it could be proved 
that in the year 314 Maximinus Daia had confined himself 
to publishing the records of the trial of Jesus which had been 
preserved in the Imperial archives; but the existence of such 
a record is, as we have seen, a very unlikely hypothesis. 
Further, extracts from the archives would not have been 
sufficiently popular in character for them to be read in the 
schools. 

One point, however, remains to be explained, and this is 
the origin of the date 21 given for the death of Jesus. The 
question is raised under conditions which make it impossible 
to give a completely convincing reply. We are dealing with 
a document which we do not know, and of which we know 
nothing about the materials of which it is composed. All we 
can do is to hazard a guess of this kind: The polemic against 
Christ was not born in 314, at the date when Maximinus 
Daia issued the anti-Christian Acts of Pilate ; before this epoch 
controversialists must have tried to oppose the Acts of Pilate 

1 Here I will merely mention as a reminder the reason which will be 
discussed in Chapter VII, which lead us to assign positive value to the 
chronological data provided by the Gospels, data which do not agree with 
Eisler’s system. 
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invoked by Justin and Tertullian, and very certainly by many 
others, with some other arguments. Just as the author of the 
Christian Acta Pilati of the fifth century has made use of older 
material, it is also possible that the pagan Acta of 314 were 
compiled with the help of earlier documents, and that among 
these there may have been some which, belonging to a period 
when the Gospels were not as widely known as they were 
destined to become later on, implied a different chronology 
from theirs. There have been traditions which assumed that 
Jesus died under the rule of Claudius, that is to say ten years 
later than the date indicated in the Gospels; 1 it is therefore 
possible—though we can say nothing certain in this respect— 
that there may have been documents in which the date of 
his death may have been fixed a little less than ten years 
before the date given by them. 2 

1 For example, the letter of Pilate contained in the Acta Petri et Pauli 
is addressed to Claudius. We will return to these traditions farther on 
(pp. 230 ff.). 

2 Eisler (II, pp. 321 ff.) thinks that the record of the trial of Jesus ought 
to contain, in the order for the arrest issued by Pilate, some description of 
Jesus. He thinks that this must have existed, but as an addition to the 
epistle of Lentulus, an apocryphal work which is certainly not earlier than 
the thirteenth century. The portrait which it gives of Jesus is not at all 
consistent. Alongside of details which suggest the idea of his beauty there 
are others which tend to represent him as ugly, weakly, and even deformed. 
Eisler thinks that these latter traits belong to the authentic description and 
that the former were added by Christians who could not bear to think of 
Jesus as ugly. The contradictory nature of these statements is obvious, 
but it can be explained in a far more simple and satisfactory way than by 
Eisler’s theory: it may be due to the fact that in the Church there existed 
side by side two conceptions, both inspired by theological ideas, which 
represented Jesus, on the one hand, as the ideal type of humanity, and on 
the other, as having taken upon himself all the defects, deformations, and 
miseries of humanity. On this point see Braun: La description de Vaspect 
physique de Jesus par Jos&phe, d'aprks les theories de M. Robert Eisler , Revue 
Biblique, 1931, pp. 343 ~ 363 > 5 I 9 “ 543 * 
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No literary evidence about Jesus is earlier than that contained -W 
in the Epistles of the Apostle Paul. 1 In the eyes of many 
readers, the fact that these letters were collected into a series ^ 
towards the end of the first century, and, half a century later, 
were incorporated into the Canon of the New Testament, to 
some extent changed their character. Instead of realizing that 
Paul’s letters were the spontaneous overflow of a sensitive, 
vital personality, who gave free course to his emotions, to his 
enthusiasm and his indignation alike, men saw in them nothing 
but theological treatises. 

The Pauline Epistles are not literary works in the usual 
sense of the word; that is to say, they were not written to 
supplement the writer’s direct activity, when it could not be 
exercised on account of distance. They were not written for 
an indefinite public without regard for time or place. They 
are, however, far more valuable than those private letters 
which the study of the papyri has unearthed, because they 
supplement, not the simple and banal conversation of everyday 
life, but the work of preaching and teaching. 

In the Epistles we find the reflection of an activity, which, 
at a very early date, diffused Christianity throughout one part 
of the eastern basin of the Mediterranean, and of a system 
of thought which fixed the setting within which Christian 
doctrine was developed. In order to understand these letters 
we need to forget the halo which has surrounded them for the 
last eighteen hundred years, a halo whose glorification makes 

1 They were composed between the years 50 and 58, according to the 
conclusions which I have stated in my Introduction , IV, 1 and 2. I would 
refer the reader to this work for all critical questions raised by the Epistles. 

I would simply remind the reader that I regard the following Epistles as 
authentic (I give them in the order in which I believe them to have been 
written): 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Philippians, 1 and 2 Corinthians (a 
compilation of fragments from at least six different letters), Galatians, 


Romans, Colossians, Philemon. 
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them unnatural. We must regard them not as a species of 
encyclical letters, but as incidental writings, hastily improvised 
between journeys, dictated in the evening after a day devoted 
to manual labour, or to preaching, or to both at once, by a 
man overburdened with fatigue and the cares of the churches, 
forced to meet all kinds of unexpected emergencies as best 
he may: to clear up a misunderstanding, to give instruction 
or warning to some individual or group, to answer questions 
which have been put to him. Each letter was written to meet 
some particular situation; if that were to disappear, the letter 
would lose its interest. Paul never wrote with an eye to the 
future; he was writing simply for the present. In the Early 
Church there is no trace of any custom of the regular reading 
of his letters. They were read aloud at the meetings of the 
faithful, perhaps from time to time they were reread as long 
as the question which had called them forth was occupying 
men’s minds; 1 then they were placed among the records, 
though without any special care for their preservation; for 
when, between 90 and 100, people began to collect Paul’s 
letters, it was discovered that several of them had been lost, 
and even the manuscripts of several of those which had been 
preserved, especially those of the letters to the Corinthians, 
were in rather bad condition. 

Therefore we must not expect to find a complete statement 
of Paul’s faith and theology in his Epistles. We do not find in 
them all he knew or all he believed. Written for people whom 
he himself had taught, they assume what his readers know 
already; very often they are based on allusions to instruction 
already given by the Apostle, and to the tradition common to 
primitive Christianity. 

Paul bears a twofold witness to Jesus: first of all by his 
V theology, and then by what we can gather from his letters in 
the form of quotations, or simple memories of words of Jesus, 
or allusions to certain facts in his life. 

1 Sometimes a letter received from the Apostle would be communicated to 
a neighbouring church. In Col. iv. 16 Paul recommends that his letter 
should also be read in the Church at Laodicea, and also that at Colossae 
the letter to the Church of Laodicea should be read. 
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II. The Theology of Paul 

Paul possessed a vigorous and systematic intellect, but his 
teaching was not dominated by philosophical considerations. 
He preached a Gospel; he did not teach a doctrine. Conscious 
that he was the bearer of a message of salvation, he did not 
wish to teach men, but, by rescuing them from death and 
perdition, to make them new creatures, members of the new 
humanity whose head was Christ, the second Adam, and thus 
to throw open to them the gate of the heavenly kingdom. 
These are religious affirmations, drawn directly from his own 
experience, and they are the main topic of his letters. 1 These 
affirmations, however, presuppose a conception which needs 
to be briefly stated in order to emphasize the points at which 
Pauline theology had been influenced and even determined 

by an historical tradition about Jesus. 

The setting of this conception comes from Judaism. The 
world is dominated by sin and death, that is to say, it is under 
the control of demoniac powers, archangels or angels which 
have rebelled against God, whose head is Sa.tan. By the sin 
of Adam the whole of humanity has been involved in the 
revolt of the demons, and it would be destined to die if God 
in His infinite love had not decided to save it. To Paul the 
initiative of redemption comes from God; it is a pure result 
of His grace (1 Thess. ii. 12, v. 9; 1 Cor. i. 9; 2 Cor. v. 18, 

viii. 9; Rom. viii. 28-39, ix - 2 4 > xi - 3 2 )- 2 . . 

Paul feels that his calling as an Apostle and as a Christian 
is the work of grace. “It is by the grace of God,” he writes, 
“that I am what I am” (1 Cor. xv. 10). He feels that at the 
moment of his conversion he experienced something for which 
his previous life had not prepared him, that its normal course 
had been completely altered, that he had been gripped and 
constrained by some power outside himself. And it was this 
power which had seized him which had made him a missionary 

(1 Cor. ix. 16-17; 2 Cor. xii. 9; Phil. iii. 12). 

The originality of Paulinism in relation to Judaism consists 

1 On this point see my study entitled Paulinisme et Johannisme in Trois 
itudes sur la pensee religieuse du christianisme primitif, Paris, 1931, PP- 43 
> For the idea of grace see G. P. Wetter: Charts, Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte 
des aeltesten Christentums, Leipzig, 1913. 
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in the fact that it substitutes the idea of grace for that of merit 
and the observance of the law. It is by the Cross of Christ that 
God achieved His purpose, which is the salvation of men. 
In Pauline theology the necessity of the Cross is not sufficiently 
explained by the desire to safeguard the holiness of God, for 
Pharisaism insisted just as much on the omnipotence as on 
the holiness of God. If Paul does not make grace the direct 
and immediate cause of salvation, it is because he felt the 
necessity laid upon him to explain the death of Christ. That 
is the origin of his doctrine of redemption. 

In order that salvation may be attained two things are 
required. When man appears before the tribunal of God it is 
necessary that he should be pronounced just; on the other 
hand, he needs to be delivered from the evil forces which 
dominate him. Justification and redemption correspond to 
these two needs. However close may be the relation between 
the two, in the thought of Paul they are still distinct, and are 
related to two different elements in the work of Christ. Justifi¬ 
cation is achieved by his death and his resurrection; redemption 
will only be realized by his glorious return at the end of the 
a £ e * Justification has been achieved, redemption is still a 
matter of hope in the future (Rom. viii. 24), for the demoniac 
powers are still alive and active. The triumph of Christ at 
the end of the world, and by this the achievement of salvation 
are, however, assured, for, in principle, Jesus has gained the 
victory over the demons to which humanity is subject, although 
he has not yet annihilated them (2 Thess. ii. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 24; 
Col. ii. 15). 

The fact that Paul lays far more emphasis upon justification 
than upon redemption ought not to lead us to conclude that 
the latter is only the consequence of the former. Justification 
takes place within the sphere of history, redemption lies in a 
realm outside history. All the effort of the missionary—and 
Paul is a missionary first and foremost—is directed towards 
persuading the individual sinner to accept justification. Once 
this point has been gained, everything else will flow from it, 
for, from the point of view of the individual, redemption 
appears to be a direct result of justification, and the Spirit 
whom the justified person receives is the firstfruits and 
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the pledge of this fact (Rom. v. io, viii. 23 ff., 31 ff.; 
Gal. iv. 6). 

The present world, dominated by evil powers and charac¬ 
terized by sin, impotence, and death, is destined to perish. In 
its place there will arise a new world into which the faithful 
are introduced by justification \ this will be the heavenly world 1 
in which God and Christ are supreme. The time which will 
have to elapse (and which Paul believes will be short) between 
the death of Christ and his return is an interim period, in 
which, if we may thus express it, the two economies overlap. 
The first still exists because of the forces which dominate it; 
it is said that they will perish (i Cor. ii. 6, xv. 24-26), never 
that they have perished. The second exists already, because 
by his resurrection Christ has become the head of a new 
humanity, and because those who are united to him by faith 
and who have received the earnest of the Spirit also belong 
to this new world, and have become new beings, new creatures. 

Three facts dominate this present world: subjection to the 
forces of sin which condemn it to death, the promise which 
God has made to Abraham, and the Law which He promul¬ 
gated through Moses. From each- of these points of view the 
cycle is closed by the appearance of Christ. Through the 
Incarnation sin is conquered, and the faithful regain life 
(1 Cor. xv. 22; Rom. v. 17); the promise made to Abraham 
is accomplished (2 Cor. i. 20; Gal. iii. 16); and finally Christ 
is the end of the Law (Rom. x. 4; cf. Gal. iii. 21-iv, 5). 

The Pauline Christ who accomplishes the work of salvation 
is a personality who is both human and superhuman, not 
God (the term is not used by Paul), but Son of God. Here the 
idea, which was to develop later, of the union of the two 
natures in the person of Christ is not present. The idea is 
rather that of a divine being who becomes man (Phil. ii. 5-11; 
cf. 2 Cor. iv. 4; Col. i. 15 ff.), it is the idea therefore of a 
being whose history unfolds in successive phases, first of all 
heavenly, then human, and then finally divine. 

At a point in time fixed by God Jesus is born of the House 
of David, in the heart of the Jewish people (Gal. iv. 4; Rom. 

1 This does not mean that this world is, or will be, realized in heaven, 
but that it is the Kingdom of Him who is in heaven, that is, of God. 
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i. 3); he was perfectly holy (2 Cor. v. 21; Rom. v. 17-19; Phil. 

ii. 8). If Paul speaks sometimes of Christ as having the appear¬ 
ance of a man (Phil. ii. 7; Rom. viii. 3), it would be quite 
wrong to suggest that this idea is in any way related to 
docetism. In speaking of “appearance” Paul does not deny 
that Jesus differs from ordinary human beings, but he does 
not mean to say that he is not of the same nature as they are, 
with, of course, the one exception of sin. 1 

All that is essential in the work of Christ is summed up in his 
death on the Cross. The Cross is the essence of the wisdom 
and the power of God, of salvation, of the preaching of the 
Apostle (1 Cor. i. 17 ff.; Gal. v. 11, vi. 12-14; Phil. iii. 18; 
Rom. iv. 25, v. 10). When the question is raised: but how 
does the Cross of Christ achieve the salvation of sinners? 
Paul has recourse to several systems of ideas in his reply. 
He compares the death of the Saviour with the sacrifice of 
the Paschal Lamb (1 Cor. v. 7), or he speaks of propitiation, 
that is to say, he appears to conceive the redemptive death in 
terms of the Levitical sacrifice (Rom. iii. 25). He also intro¬ 
duces the idea of the sacrifice as a ransom (Rom. vi. 17 f.; 
Gal. iii. 13). Most frequently, however, he develops the idea 
of the condemnation of sin in the flesh of Christ (Gal. iii. 13; 
2 Cor. v. 21; Rom. vjii. 3). The death of Christ is a punish¬ 
ment for sin; he submits to it because he has accepted his 
solidarity with sinful humanity. These various views strike us 
by their dissimilarity. It is impossible to weld them together 
into a logical and balanced doctrine. This is because Paulinism 
is not a systematic structure, but an attempt, or to put it more 
precisely, a series of attempts, to interpret one fact: the death 
of Christ, which constitutes the basic fact upon which the 
theology of redemption is based. 

Apart from the resurrection, however, this death would remain 
inoperative. The resurrection is not merely a reparation granted 
to Christ, a recompense for his sacrifice, still less is it a conse¬ 
quence of his divine nature; it is an act of God, an act of 
veritable creation (1 Thess. i. 10; Gal. i. 1; j Cor. vi. 14, 
xv. 15; 2 Cor. iv. 14; Rorm iv. 24-25, etc.). Without the 
1 H. J. Holtzmann : Neulestamentliche Theologie 2 , Tubingen, 1911, II, p. 80. 
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resurrection the sacrifice of Christ would be vain (i Cor. xv. 
14-17). It is this which renders justification possible (Rom. 
iv. 25). The resurrection is at the same time a glorification; it 
does not merely restore Christ to the state in which he was 
before he humbled himself, it places him in glory at the right 
hand of God,- and confers upon him the name which is above 
every name, the supreme title of Kurios (Kvplos), “Lord,” 
which gives him the right to receive the adoration of all the 
inhabitants of the universe. In his glorified existence Christ 
is spirit, he is even the Spirit in the absolute sense of the 
word. The formula “Christ the power of God” almost 
makes of him a mode of the divine action (Phil. ii. 11; 

1 Cor. i. 24, xv. 45; 2 Cor. iii. 17; Rom. viii. 9-11, 34; 
Col. iii. 1). 

The death and the resurrection of Christ modify his position 
both in relation to the demoniac beings and to those who are 
united to him. According to certain passages (Rom. viii. 37; 
Col. i. 18-20, ii. 15), Christ has gained a victory which 
makes all beings subject unto him; he re-establishes order in 
the universe. According to 1 Cor. xv. 24-26 this victory will 
not be completed until time comes to an end, and the hostile 
forces are annihilated. From one point of view the matter 
is considered in principle, and in the absolute sense, and from 
the other in its chronological development. The defeat of the 
Satanic powers does not mean that they have been destroyed, 
they still exist, they are able to fight and deliver a final attack 
on Christ, but they can no longer triumph; at the end of the 
age all the enemies of Christ, and last of all Thanatos 1 will 
be placed under his feet. “Then cometh the end, when He 
shall deliver up the kingdom to God, even the Father ’ 
(1 Cor. xv. 24-26). 

Underlying the Pauline Christology we can clearly discern a 
system of ideas which is really the Jewish Messianic doctrine 
already permeated by certain elements of Hellenism. The 
element of originality in Pauline thought lies in this: that it 
has made a synthesis of this system and the life, death, and 

1 Thanatos does not mean the abstract power of death ; it means he who 
causes death, that is, Satan himself. This identification is evident in Paul, 
although it is not expressed explicitly, as it is in Heb. ii. 14. 
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resurrection of Jesus. It is the interpretation of the historical 
fact of Jesus by the Messianic doctrine. 

Couchoud and Alfaric 1 have tried to reduce Paulinism to 
its dogmatic element alone, suggesting that what we have 
taken for an historical tradition was simply the utilization 
of some scriptural themes. We shall see later on that it is 
impossible to explain the allusions in the Epistles to the facts 
of the life of Jesus, or the quotations of words uttered by him- 
in the way they propose. If their theory were right, Paul’s 
conception of the causes of the death of Christ would be 
homogeneous. But this is not the case. According to i Cor. ii. 8, 
Christ dies crucified by the action of the ap^ovre 9, that is to 
say, of rebellious demons who have revolted against God. 3 

* Couchoud: Le mystire, pp. 77 ff. Alfaric: Congrts , II, pp. 70-99. For a 
discussion of the theory of Couchoud see my book J. de N., pp^ 97-171; 
for the ideas of Alfaric, the article entitled La relation du dernier repas de Jesus 
dans 1 Cor. xi. 23-25, et la tradition historique chez Vapolre Paul, R.h.b.r X, 
1930, pp. 61-89. 

2 See further on pp. 119 ff. 

3 Couchoud {Le mystere, p. 132), followed by Alfaric ( Congrks , II, p. 94), 
has proposed to interpret this passage by the Ascension of Isaiah without 
taking into account the danger of commenting on a text by another which 
is a century older. He overlooks the fact that in the Pauline passage the 
archontes, thinking that they will prevent the plan of God, really collaborate 
with him by crucifying Christ, while in the Ascension of Isaiah the angels 
of the different heavens do not oppose the passage of the Well-Beloved 
who descends from heaven right down to Sheol, where he despoils the angel 
of death, simply because the Well-Beloved changes his appearance at each 
stage of his descent, and the angels do not perceive that he has descended 
from the upper heavens. Although certain interpreters (as, for instance, 
Heinrici: Der erste Brief an die Korinther (Meyer, V, 8), Gottingen, 1896, 
P* 95 - Bachmann : Der erste Brief an die Korinther, Leipzig, 1905, p. 123) 
have thought that the archontes might be the political authorities, either 
Jewish or Roman, who pronounced sentence on Jesus, and although atone 
time we may have accepted this interpretation (Juifs et Romains dans 
l histoire de la passion, R.h.r ., LXII, 1910, pp. 169 ff), it seems to us certain, 
with Eyerling ( Paulinische Angelologie und Ddmonologie, Gottingen, 1888, 
pp. 12 ff.), Dibelius ( Die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus, Gottingen, 1909, 
pp. 89 ff), Lietzmann {An die Korinther, Tubingen, 1923, p. 11), Joh. 
Weiss {Der erste Korinther brief (Meyer, V, 9), Gottingen, 1910, p. 54), 
that the archontes are spiritual powers. We recognize in them those seventy 
angels to whom, according to Enoch, 89, 59, God has entrusted the govern¬ 
ment of the world. They direct the nations and inspire their acts. For 
this they are responsible, for, according to Enoch, 90, 22 ff, they will be 
judged. When he says that they crucified the Saviour, Paul is thinking 
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According to Rom. viii. 3 it is God who causes his death, 
because He treats him as though he himself were sin per¬ 
sonified. According to 1 Thess. ii. 15, it was the Jews who 
killed Christ just as they killed the prophets, and as they are 
now persecuting the apostle and the believers. The co-existence 
of these three explanations, which it would be impossible to 
try to reconcile dialectically, shows that we are not dealing 
with the development of a myth or of a doctrine, but with 
the interpretation of a fact of history by means of this 
doctrine. 

The same conclusion is reached, with still more evidence, 
if possible, when we examine the relation between the justifi¬ 
cation and the redemption of the sinner. The death of Christ 
is, in principle, the defeat of the demons to whom humanity 
is subject, but it does not put an end to their reign. Justification 
is the act by which God imputes to the sinner the righteousness 
of Christ, and thus admits him to the life of the Spirit which 
is the heavenly life. It is by faith that God justifies. Although 
faith contains an intellectual element, in the Pauline sense of 
the word it is something quite different from that relative 
certitude which can be experienced in connexion with realities 
which cannot be known directly by the intelligence nor by 
the senses; faith is supremely mystical union with Christ, a 
union through which the believer lays hold of all that there 
is in Christ for him. He who is joined to the Lord is one spirit 
with him (1 Cor. vi. 17). Paul declares that he is “crucified 
with Christ”; it is no longer he that lives but Christ who lives 
in him, and this abolition of the individual life leads to the 
view that in Christ all differences of race and sex and social 
position have been overcome (Gal. ii. 19-20, iii. 27, vi. 14; 
cf. Rom. vi. 3-11, viii. 29, xiv. 9; 2 Cor. iv. 10-n). This 
union with Christ means a complete break with the past. 
The believer becomes a new creature, a member of the 
new humanity, of which Christ, the second Adam, is the 

of the crucifixion by men, in which he sees the working of demoniac forces, 
just as in the Fourth Gospel the treachery of Judas, the arrest, the trial, 
and the execution of Jesus are explained by the action of “the prince of 
this world” (14, 30). As a parallel we might also cite the Ascension of Isaiah , 
11, 19 (Christian interpolation), in which the devil incites the Jews against 
the Well-Beloved in order to make them crucify him. 
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head. 1 The break with the carnal life is, however, not consum¬ 
mated immediately. 2 A laborious effort is needed to attain the 
fruits of the Spirit which should grow spontaneously out of a 
spiritual being. A struggle is necessary in order that the 
justified believer may escape from the law of the flesh, which 
in theory no longer exists for him (Gal. v. 13; Rom. vi. 15, 
viii. 7-8, etc.). This is because he has only received the first- 
fruits of the Spirit, a pledge of that which will not be actually 
realized till later (2 Cor. i. 22, v. 5; Rom. viii. 23). “By 
hope were we saved 55 (Rom. viii. 24) says Paul. It is only at 
the coming of the Lord that salvation will be fully attained, 
that the sons of God will be manifested, that the redemption 
of humanity and of the whole creation will be accomplished 
(1 Thess. iv. 13-18; Phil. iii. 20-21; 1 Cor. xv. 51-57; 
Rom. viii. 18-24). 

It is true that alongside of this conception, before final 
salvation is attained (according to which, for the faithful at 
least, there will be a period of temporary annihilation in the 
grave), there is another, according to which redemption simply 
means the expansion (beyond the limits now imposed upon 
us by our earthly existence), of a life which exists here and 
now within the Christian, a life which death cannot touch 
(Phil. i. 20-23; 2 Cor. iv. 16, v. 10). The fact that these two 
points of view concerning the accomplishment of salvation 
exist, shows that in Paulinism a traditional theological system 
has been used to express new conceptions. The material 
borrowed from Judaism would not fit into the scheme prepared 
for it by Paul. The influence which the theology of his youth 
exerted over him hindered him from coining new formulas 
which were entirely coherent. It cannot be denied that his 
system does contain some inconsistencies which have not been 
overcome. The brevity which he attributed to the intermediate 

1 Paul thinks also that mystical union with Christ is realized in baptism 
(Rom. vi. 2-5; 1 Cor. xii. 12; Gal. iii. 27) and by the Eucharist (1 Cor. 
x. 16-17, xi. 17-34). On this point see Maurice Goguel: Eucharistie , 
pp. 178-184. To the apostle mystical union through the Sacraments 
is parallel with mystical union by faith. The idea that there can 
be any opposition between faith and sacrament is quite foreign to his 
mind. 

2 Witness the place that the exhortations to sanctification occupy in the 
Pauline Epistles. See for instance Gal. v. 1-6, 10. 
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period which separates justification from redemption 1 does 
not alter the fact that they are separated, although they are 
so closely related that the one cannot be understood apart 
from the other. We can only explain their dissociation when 
we admit that there is a real dislocation in the Jewish doctrine 
of Messianic redemption. There is no equivalent for this in 
the history of Jewish eschatology. This is due to the fact that 
in the thought of Paul two quite dissimilar elements are 
associated : on the one hand a doctrine of Messianic redemption 
which the Apostle had retained from his Jewish education, 
and on the other, the certitude (which had so mysteriously 
invaded his soul on the road to Damascus), that this Jesus of 
Nazareth, whom he had regarded as accursed because he had 
been hung on a tree (Deut. xxi. 23), was risen, just as those 
who believed in him had said that he was alive in heavenly 
glory, and that his resurrection proclaimed that he was the 
Messiah and the Son of God. 

But the synthesis of the doctrine of redemption and the idea 
of Jesus as the Messiah could not be fully realized immediately. 
There were elements in the work of the Messiah-Saviour for 
which it was impossible to find fulfilment in the life, death, 
and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth. Briefly, these elements 
were those which proclaimed a triumphant Messiah who 
restores the sovereignty of God; Paul solved the difficulty by 
dividing the work of the Saviour into two parts, connecting 
those elements which were impossible to realize in the life, 
death, and resurrection of Jesus with the glorious return of 
Christ. 2 Hence the Pauline theology, that is to say, the most 
ancient form of Christianity to which we have direct access, 
witnesses to the existence of an historical tradition about Jesus 
without which it would be inexplicable. 

1 According to 1 Thess. iv. 15, and 1 Cor. xv. 51 f., Paul thinks that 
the return of Christ, that is to say the achievement of full redemption, 
will take place during his lifetime. In other passages, however (for instance, 
Phil. i. 19 f.; 2 Cor. iv. 16 f.), he seems to think that his death will precede 
the end of the present era. 

2 It is impossible not to be struck by the analogy which exists between 
this idea and the attitude adopted by Jesus, when, before the Sanhedrin, 
he announced his return on the clouds of heaven. 
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III. The Dependence of Paul on an Historical 
Tradition 

Another definite proof of the fact that the Apostle Paul did 
depend upon previous historical tradition is the attitude which 
he adopted before and after his conversion. 

From the narrative in the Book of the Acts, and even on 
the testimony of the Epistles, 1 we know that Paul had been 
previously a violent persecutor of the Christians. It is evident 2 
that he must have come into touch with the disciples of the 
Carpenter of Nazareth during the period which immediately 
followed the drama of Calvary. 3 He was horribly scandalized 
to see them pinning their faith to a man upon whom rested 
the curse of God .4 What he felt may be surmised from the 
formula which he himself was to coin at a later stage *. Christ 
crucified, to the Jews a stumbling-block” (i Cor. i. 23; cf. 
Gal. v. n). In his eyes Christians were blasphemers and 
sacreligious people \ therefore the authorities ought to take 
action against them, and it was the duty of every loyal Jew 
to give the authorities all the help they could, and to inflame 
their zeal still further. 

Thus the Cross dominated the period which preceded the 
conversion of Paul just as, later on, it would also dominate 
his Christian life. Paul the persecutor is thus a witness to the 
truth of the crucifixion. The date of this evidence gives it a 
position of special importance. 

The attitude of Paul towards the Twelve, the brothers of the 

1 Acts vii. 58, viii. 1-3, ix. 1 ff.; 1 Cor. xv. 9; Gal. i. 13,23; Phil. iii. 6. 
Cf. Acts xxii. 4-8, xxvi. 9-15; 1 Tim. i. 13. 

* Certain authors, it is true, think that we may conclude from Paul’s words 
in 2 Cor. v. 16 that he had actually seen Jesus himself. The hypothetical 
nature of the phrase, “Even if we have known Christ after the flesh,” does 
not seem to me to authorize this conclusion. For the discussion of this 
passage see Introduction, IV, 1, pp. 77 ff. 

3 We reckon that Jesus must have died at the Passover of the year 28 
(see p. 226 ff.). Meyer (III, pp. 171, 206), who follows an entirely different 
line of argument from that Which we have followed, finally places the 
date of the death of Jesus in 27 or 28 and the conversion of Paul in 28 or 29. 

4 In virtue of this principle laid down in Deuteronomy (xxi. 23), which 
he quotes in Gal. iii. 13: “Cursed is everyone that hangeth on a tree.” 
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Lord, and the Church at Jerusalem, also proves his dependence 
on historical tradition. Paul speaks incidentally of James and 
the other brothers of the Lord (Gal. i. 19; 1 Cor. ix. 5). 1 
Drews, 2 it is true, has argued that the term “brethren of the 
Lord 55 means “a group of Christians distinguished by their 
piety.” But if that were so, the brothers of the Lord could not 
be mentioned as constituting a special group of persons 
different from the Apostles. Alfaric ,3 arguing from the passage 
in Rom. viii. 29, where Christ is called the “firstborn among 
many brethren,” claims that the term ought to be taken in a 
spiritual sense only; but if this term, “brothers of the Lord,” 
were derived from the idea expressed in this passage, then it 
ought to be applied to all Christians. It is therefore impossible 
to interpret Gal. i. 19 and 1 Cor. ix. 5 otherwise than as a 
reference to the brothers of Jesus “after the flesh” ;4 the fact 
that Paul knew them makes it very clear that he was in touch 
with an historical tradition. Paul claims for his apostolate an 
authority equal to that of the apostolate of the Twelve ,5 but 
in order to obtain recognition he had to be very insistent 
(Gal. ii. 1-10). 6 The energy and tenacity with which he insists 
upon his apostolic authority show that his claims must have 
seemed presumptuous and paradoxical to those who witnessed 
the controversy. The term “chiefest apostles” (ol vnepMav 

1 Alfaric ( Congrts , II, pp. 74 ff.) has argued against the authenticity of 
Gal. i. 19, but the arguments with which he tries to support his contention 
are very weak. Cf. R.h.p.r., X, 1930, p. 85, n. 26. 

2 Drews : Le mythe de Jesus , pp. 143 fT. 

3 Alfaric: Congrls , II, pp. 75 ff. 

4 The references would have the same validity if, as in Catholic exegesis, 
the phrase “brothers of Jesus” were taken to mean half-brothers (from a 
former marriage of Joseph), or cousins. 

5 Paul mentions Cephas (Peter) several times, for instance in 1 Cor. ix. 5, 
xv. 5. From Gal. i. 19, ii. 1-14, we see that he knew Peter and John per¬ 
sonally. He also names James, but this was not the James the son of 
Zebedee, one of the Twelve, but the brother of Jesus, who from about the 
year 44 till his death in 62 was head of the Church in Jerusalem. 

6 Alfaric ( Congris , II, pp. 76 ff.) considers that this equality with the 
Twelve which Paul claims he possesses proves that their witness was similar 
in kind to his own, and that in consequence they also only knew the Master 
by revelation. But Paul does not say that his witness is of the same nature 
as that of the Twelve; he says simply that he has the same authority. The 
struggles which Paul had to endure in order to establish this fact show that 
his position was entirely different from that of the Twelve. 


u8 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

aTTocrroXoL, 2 Cor. xi. 5, xii. 11), which he applies in derision 
to those who opposed him, shows that they could pride 
themselves on some advantage which he did not possess. His 
claims could not be contested so far as Judaism was concerned 
(Phil. iii. 4-6; 2 Cor. xi. 21-22), nor from the point of view 
of visions and signs which he had received (2 Cor. xii. 1-12). 
One text in the Epistle to the Galatians *. Whatsoever they 
were, it maketh no matter tome 55 (ii. 6), shows that the claim 
which was used to support the superiority of the Twelve 
belonged to the past. Their claim must have been this—and 
it was one Paul could not deny—that they had been witnesses 
of the life of Jesus and the companions of his ministry. This 
reflection illuminates the passage in 2 Cor. v. 16, where Paul 
declares that henceforth to have known Christ after the flesh 
is a matter of no interest or importance. This was an advantage 
which the Twelve possessed, and which he did not possess, 
and this is why he denies that it has any value. 1 

In spite of the opposition he encountered—(exaggerated by 
the Tubingen school, though it did exist)—and the conflicts 
which took place between him and the Apostles at Jerusalem, 
who remained attached to Judaism and its practices, Paul 
was fully conscious of the unity of Christianity (1 Cor. xv. 11). 
In spite of his certainty that he possessed a revelation which 
was full and sufficient (Gal. i. 1 ff.), he insisted on keeping in 
touch with the Church of Jerusalem.' The story of Gal. ii. 1-10 
shows how much he valued the recognition of his apostolate 
and of his preaching of the Gospel by the heads of the Church 
in Jerusalem, and when the crises which took place in Galatia 
and Corinth seemed to render uncertain that which seemed 
to have been definitely settled at the conference of 44, he 

* Alfaric ( Congrls , II, pp. 73 ff.) argues that we have the right to interpret 
the Epistle to the Galatians by that of the Gospels which appeared later. 
The Epistle, he says, only establishes the fact that Peter, James, and John 
were important people in the Church at Jerusalem, and he thinks that it 
was because of this that Mark made them direct disciples of Jesus. But if 
that were so, then he would also have made James an apostle instead of 
making him out as hostile to Jesus, or at least as sceptical of his mission. 
The contrast between the attitude which the Gospels assign to the brothers 
of the Lord and the part which they played in the Early Church prevents 
us on this point from interpreting the Gospel tradition as the reflection of 
the life of the Primitive Church. 
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insisted on going to Jerusalem himself, in order to get into 
touch with James once more, although he was quite aware 
to what dangers this proceeding would expose him (Rom. xv. 
30-32 proves this up to the hilt). We can only understand the 
importance that Paul attached to these matters if we remember 
that in the action of Christ, to whom he owed the birth of his 
faith, Paul saw the extension and the consequence of the 
historical ministry of Jesus, to which the Christianity of the 
Twelve and of the Church of Jerusalem owed its origin. 

IV. Paul and the Gospel Tradition 

The very structure of the thought of Paul, his relations with 
the Church of Jerusalem, all that he says about the Twelve 
and the brothers of Jesus, his whole activity, both as a perse¬ 
cutor and then as a missionary, make the Apostle a witness 
to an historical tradition. Even if the Pauline evidence did 
not amount to more than this, it would establish the fact that 
in the very earliest documents which mention Jesus he is 
represented as an historical personage. 

But Paul’s knowledge was not limited to the bare fact that 
Jesus had lived upon the earth; he had a definite idea of the 
story of his life. 1 If we were to act upon a suggestion made 
by Renan, we would find, as he says, that there is sufficient 
material in the Epistles from which we might construct a 
“small Life of Jesus ” 2 It is important for the historian to be 
able to state that the testimony of Paul confirms that of the 
Gospels, and confirms its reliability. Wishing to revive the 
memory of his preaching in Galatia Paul writes: “You, before 
whose eyes Christ crucified has been placarded” (Gal. iii. 1). 
This simple phrase proves that a picture of the death of Jesus, 
as vivid and as impressive as possible, had occupied a central 

1 The analysis and the discussion of the quotations and reminiscences of 
the words of Jesus and of the allusions to the facts of His life which occur 
in the Pauline Epistles has called forth a very large number of books and 
pamphlets. On this subject see my book; UApotre Paul et Jesus Christ , Paris, 
I 9 ° 4 > PP- 7 I- ^ 4 ‘ Among the most important works which have appeared 
on this question during the last twenty-five years I would name: J. Weiss: 
Paulus und Jesus , Berlin, 1909, and P. Olaf Moe: Paulus und die evangelische 
Geschichte , Leipzig, 1912. 

3 Histoire du peuple d 1 Israel, V, Paris, 1893, pp. 415-416. 
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place in the preaching of Paul. Of all the details with which 
it was filled, one alone can be discovered in the Epistles, and 
that is that Jesus died by crucifixion. The Apostle would cer¬ 
tainly not have spoken about the death of Jesus without having 
said who this person was whose sufferings were of such extra¬ 
ordinary importance, without having given some account of 
his character and of his life, without having reported some 
of his sayings. Of all this the Epistles only retain a few faint 
traces. From them we learn that Jesus is man, that he was 
born of a woman (Gal. iv. 4; cf. 1 Cor. xv. 21; Rom. v. 15), 
that he belonged to the race of Abraham (Gal. iii. 16; Rom. 
ix. 5), and to the family of David (Rom. i. 3). He lived under 
the Jewish Law (Gal. iv. 4; Rom. xv. 8) and died upon a 
cross ( passim ), and, like the prophets, he was a victim of the 
Jews (1 Thess. ii. 15). Before he died, at a last meal with his 
disciples, he distributed to them bread and wine, as his body 
and his blood, and invited them to repeat this rite (1 Cor. xi. 
23-25). Finally Paul mentions the burial of Jesus (1 Cor. xv. 4) 
and bears witness to the tradition concerning his appearances 
after his resurrection. He knows also that Jesus had brothers, 
among whom he names James, and apostles, who were associ¬ 
ated with his work, of whom he names two, Peter and John. 
Fairly numerous passages mention the moral character of 
Jesus, speaking, for instance, of his holiness, of his gentleness, 
of his love. It is better not to lay too much stress on these 
passages, however, for it is never possible to decide whether 
these passages refer to the historical Jesus or to the pre-existent 
and glorified Christ. The Apostle never gives any circumstantial 
details of time and place; the protagonists of the myth theory 
argue that such a doctrinaire biography can only be a myth. 
But myths are not usually so restrained, and, above all, the 
Epistles allude to, but do not narrate, the story of Jesus. We 
ought not to attach a great deal of importance to the absence 
of chronological data. Luke is the only evangelist who attempts 
to give any indications of this kind (iii. 1 ff.). Mark, Matthew, 
and John, who did not trouble about chronology at all, were 
nevertheless sure that they were telling a real story. Indirectly, 
it is true, they do furnish some chronological information when 
they tell us that it was Pilate who pronounced the sentence of 
death on Jesus. But, indirectly, Paul too provides us with 
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chronological information when he says that Christ, three days 
after his resurrection from the dead, appeared unto Cephas, 
to James, then “to above five hundred brethren at once, of 
whom the greater part remain until now” (i Cor. xv. 3 ff.). 
All these witnesses of the resurrection are the contemporaries 
of the Apostle. Thus the drama of the Passion took place 
during a period which was quite close to that in which he lived. 1 

The explanation which the mythologues have evolved from 
the scanty data supplied by Paul also shows the weakness of 
their position. They regard these data as the development 
and presentation of prophetic themes from the Old Testament. 
How then do they explain the fact that the passages from 
which they imagine Paul derived his information (that is, 
Isa. liii, Psa. xxii, and the Wisdom of Solomon ii. 19-20) are 
not mentioned by him? 

Alfaric attaches great importance to the fact that in order 
to justify his preaching and his theology Paul does not appeal 
to the testimony of those who had heard Jesus, but “painfully 
deduces his proofs from archaic passages.” 3 From this he 
concludes that the Twelve were no better informed than he 
was. In this line of argument there is a peculiar anachronism. 
Because the scriptural arguments of Paul seem to a modern 
to be lacking in validity, Alfaric thinks that he only made use 
of them because he could find nothing better. But in those 
days the argument from the Scriptures was the one which 
appeared the most decisive. It is sufficient to recall the part 
played by the prophecies in the writings of Justin Martyr. 

As he is a witness to the facts of the life of Jesus, Paul is also 
a witness of the tradition which related to his words. There 
are three at least 3 which are explicitly quoted. 

In 1 Cor. vii. 10, Paul writes: “But unto the married I give 
charge, yea, not I bu t the T,nrd n that the wife depart not 

1 We might add that the idea that Christ appeared in the fullness of time 
(Gal. iv. 4) is closely connected with Paul’s feeling that he is living in the 
era which immediately precedes the end of the present age (1 Thess. iv. 15 ; 
1 Cor. xv. 51). 

3 Alfaric: Congrls , II, p. 88. 

3 The “word of the Lord” to which appeal is made in 1 Thess. iv. 15 is 
not taken into account here because it is not certain that it does not refer 
to some apocryphal work which we do not possess. 
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from her husband.” The point of this passage is emphasized 
by the fact that in the same chapter the Apostle declares that 
in the case of virg ins and those who are unmarried he had 
“no commandment of th e Lo rd” (vii. 25; cf. 40) and that 
theinstructions whichlie givesTo Christians married to pagans 1 
are introduced by the words: “To the rest say I, not the 
Lord” (vii. 12). The commandment of the Lord invoked in 
vii. 10 is a saying of Jesus preserved in two slightly different 
forms in Mark x. 11-12 and in Matt. v. 32. If the word of the 
Lord were, as Couchoud 3 thinks it must have been, an inspired 
saying, it would be surprising that on questions so important 
as those relating to the marriage of persons belonging to 
different religious communities, the Spirit did not produce 
oracles which were necessary for the life of the Church. 
Alfaric 3 thinks that in this verse the “word of the Lord” 
means the teaching of the Old Testament; if this were so, 
however, how is it that Paul does not quote the passages from 
which he drew his inspiration? How is it that—knowing that 
the Old Testament was considered a complete revelation of 
the will of God, and that the methods of interpretation then 
in vogue would make it possible to discover in its pages answers 
to questions quite remote from the mind of its writers—Paul 
did not find in the Old Testament instructions for the case 
of virgins, and of married people belonging to different religious 
communities? 

In 1 Cor. ix. 14, in order to establish the right of those who 
preach the Gospel to be supported by the Churches, Paul 
says: “Even so did the Lord ordain that they which proclaim 
the gospel "should five of the gospel.” Here, again, "Alfaric 
thinks we are dealing with a command in the Old Testament, 
but he does not notice that in the preceding words Paul has 
first of all invoked a rational argument (ix. 7), that he then 
appeals to the Old Testament (ix. 8-13), and that the authority 
of the Lord is added to these proofs, and constitutes a final 
argument which closes the discussion. The word of Jesus to 

1 This means cases where only one of the two partners has become a 
Christian, because Paul will not allow a Christian to marry otherwise than 
iv Kvpitp (1 Cor. vii. 39). 

1 Couchoud : Le mystkre , p. 96. 3 Alfaric : Congrls , II, pp. 85 ff. 
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which Paul alludes seems to be that which is preserved in 
Luke x. 7, and Matt. x. 10. 

The last quotation of the words of Jesus which is found in 
the Epistles of Paul is also the most important, and is the one 
which has provoked most discussion. 

In 1 Cor. xi. 23-25, Paul writes: “For I received of the Lord 
that which also I delivered unto you, how that the Lord Jesus 
in the night in which he was betrayed 1 took bread; and when 
he had given thanks 2 3 4 5 he brake it and said, This is my body, 
which is for you: this do in remembrance of me. In like 
manner also the cup, after supper, saying, This cup is the 
new covenant in my blood: this do, as oft as ye drink it, in 
remembrance of me .”3 

With the exception of a few critics who belong more or less 
directly to the radical Dutch school^ and of Drews ,5 until 
recently the authenticity of this passage was scarcely questioned, 
and the arguments which have been put forward against it 
have seemed weak even to those who defend the myth theory. 6 

1 In order to avoid the risk of adding to the text something in translating 
it we render iv t fj vvktI fj Trapedidoro by “the night in which he was given 
up” {livri), which may mean, “given up to die” (cf. Rom. iv. 25), but 
which might also mean the “night in which he was betrayed by Judas.” 
The passage in xi. 23-25 is of such a kind that it is impossible not to see 
that it is an extract from the story of the Passion; the words “the night 
in which he was given up” would be, indeed, very poorly explained if 
we were to follow Alfaric ( Congris , II, pp. 89 ff.) by the fact that the 
“betrayal of Jesus” is a work of darkness and could only take place at 
night. 

2 The act of thanksgiving which the Jews pronounced not only for the 
meal as a whole, but for each of the elements which composed it. 

3 If a comma is placed or omitted between “ye drink it” and “in remem¬ 
brance of me,” the meaning is changed. With the comma, it means that 
the sign (symbol) of the Last Supper should be repeated at every celebration 
of the Lord’s Supper, and without it, every time we drink wine. 

4 Among these it is enough to name Voelter: Paulus und seine Briefe , 
Strasbourg, 1905, pp. 40 ff. 

5 Drews : Le my the de Jesus , pp. 146 ff. 

6 Couchoud {Le mystire , pp. 141 ff.) and Alfaric ( Congris , II, pp. 89 ff.) 
do not make much of this. 
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The theory of the interpolation of verses 23-25 was put for¬ 
ward by Loisy, in 1927, at least in the form of an hypothesis. 1 
His arguments are extremely subjective in character, for he 
has evidently been guided exclusively by impressions when 
he says that the passage assumes a very rapid degeneration 
of the Supper of the Lord at Corinth, 2 3 4 and that, on the other 
hand, we ought to hesitate to think that the Christian mystery, 
as it is expressed in the Pauline conception of the Eucharist, 
was already constituted in 55 or 56.3 We ought to add that 
this Christian mystery is. attested by other passages in Paul’s 
writings. Loisy admits this, and enquires whether these* verses 
also may not be interpolations? But he has done so little to 
prove that they are interpolations that he has not even com¬ 
piled a list of suspected passages. 4 However great may be our 
respect for Loisy, and the admiration to which his works entitle 
him, even from him we cannot accept a theory which is based 
merely on subjective impressions. Our opinion on the authen¬ 
ticity of certain passages ought not to be dependent on a 
conception of the development of Christianity; on the con- 

1 Les origines de la chie eucharistique, Congres , I, pp. 77-95. For a detailed 
discussion of the theory of Loisy we would refer the reader to our article 
mentioned above. 

2 Loisy docs not take into account the fact that at the moment when Paul 
was writing to the Corinthians the disorders connected with the Sacrament 
were not isolated, but that everything was in a state of upheaval in the 
Church at Corinth. Things took place then (as, for instance, the case of 
incest) which are the very negation of Christianity. To doubt these facts is 
to overlook or misunderstand the intense religious ferment of the first 
century, when changes took place far more swiftly than at other periods, 
it would mean being driven to deny the crisis at Corinth itself, that is to 
say, to do what Loisy is very careful to avoid doing—to support the argu¬ 
ment against the authenticity of the Epistles to the Corinthians. 

3 We ought to remember the enormous swiftness of the religious and 
theological development in the first century. At the moment of the con¬ 
version of Paul, eighteen months after the death of Jesus, the worship of 
the Lord Christ had already been established. 

4 Note once again that ideas which are closely related to those which we 
find in 1 Cor. xi. 23-25, occur in 1 Cor. x. 1-5, and 14-22. Loisy says 
that these passages “offer to criticism the same conditions as those which 
surround the passage of instruction on the Communion Service” (p. 85). 
This is far too vague to be discussed. We will only remark that these sections 
are very closely related to the discussion on idolatry, that is to say, to one 
of the essential elements in the Corinthian crisis. 
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trary, our historical theory should depend on the teaching 
of the passages in question. 

The text of 1 Cor. xi. 23-25 being recognized as authentic, 
its exact interpretation depends on two questions. What is the 
meaning of the formula which introduces this passage: “I 
have received of the Lord, 55 and what is the relation between 
the narrative of Paul and that of Mark (xiv. 22-25)? 

Many critics conclude from this introductory formula that 
Paul’s narrative originated in a vision, but they are not agreed 
about the content of this vision. Some believe that the whole 
story of the Last Supper originated in this way; 1 others, who 
are less radical, think that by a sort of process of auto-suggestion 
Paul became able to contemplate in a vision the episode which 
has been thus preserved in the tradition ; 2 3 4 others, again, believe 
that it was not the story of the Last Supper, but the knowledge 
of the sacramental character of the Eucharist, which arose 
out of a vision granted to Paul .3 It has also been suggested 
that, by a daring process of condensation, in the vision on the 
road to Damascus Paul has summed up all that he knew of 
Christ. 4 All these theories are arbitrary, and if we admit that 
he had a vision it seems difficult to limit the content to certain 
elements in the narrative. The critics whose opinions we have 
just mentioned have come too swiftly to the conclusion that 
Paul was referring to a vision. When the Apostle expounds 
truths which have been communicated; to him in a super¬ 
natural manner, that is, when they are “mysteries” in the 
sense in which he uses this word (for example 1 Cor. xv. 51; 
Rom. xi. 25), or supernatural revelations, he does not attempt 
to hide the fact. This simply reinforces the authority of his 

1 Percy Gardner: The Origin of the Lord's Supper , London, 1893, pp. 5 fT. 
Couchoud: Le mystkre , pp. 146 fT. Alfaric: Congrts , II, pp. 89 fT. This 
theory will be discussed later, pp. 444 fT. 

s Bousset: Schriften, II, p. 131. This was also the opinion of Loisy before 
he had begun to doubt the authenticity of the passage (S) 72 ., II, p. 532, 
n. i. Les mysthes pa'iens et le mystere chretien , Paris, 1919, pp. 284 fT.). He has 
expressed it again in the second edition of the. latter work (pp. 276 fT.). 

3 Pfleiderer: Urchristentum 2 , Berlin, 1902, I, p. 301. Haupt: Vber die 
urspriingliche Form und Bedeutung der Abendmahlsworte , Halle, 1894, p. 12. 

4 Lietzmann: An die Korinther , p. 58. Heitmuller: Z um Problem Paulus 
und Jesus, Z-N.T.W., XIII, 1912, p. 323. Norden: Agnostos Theos , Leipzig, 
Berlin, 1913, p. 289. E. Meyer, III, p. 174, n. 3. 
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statements. Why then, in i Cor. xi, does he refer so quietly to 
the authority of the command of which he is reminding the 
Corinthians? Why does he say: “I have received ... I have 
transmitted,” which places what he has transmitted and what 
he has received on exactly the same level? 

However, the vision-hypothesis is not absolutely ruled out 
by these considerations. The question under discussion cannot 
be solved save by the examination of the character of the 
narrative and of its relations with other forms of the same 
tradition. We shall see later that Mark, although he wrote 
some fifteen years or less after i Cor. xi was written, gives 
an account of the Last Supper of Jesus which corresponds to 
a stage in the tradition much earlier than the Pauline passage 
because it was less influenced by liturgical practice. 1 This is 
a clear proof that Paul did not create the narrative which he 
gives, but that he owed the substance of it to tradition. 2 

In addition to actual quotations, there are in Paul a fairly 
large number of allusions to the words of Jesus, 3 sufficient to 

1 See pp. 446 ff. 

2 Alfaric ( Congr&s , II, pp. 89 ff.) conceives the formation of the Pauline 
narrative, the source, according to him, of all the others, in the following 
manner. Originally the groups of Christians used to meet together simply 
for a meal where they renewed and strengthened their fellowship with one 
another. Under the influence of the Hellenic religions Paul turned this 
into a mystical liturgy in which the faithful fed upon their God; hence 
the idea that Jesus had instituted this meal because he alone could give 
his body to be eaten and his blood for drink, and he could not have done 
this until the moment when he was about to be delivered up to death. 
Since the idea of the death of Jesus came from Isa. liii, where the 
Servant of Yaweh, who is put to death, is compared with a sacrificed lamb, 
it was natural to ally the idea of the death of the Lord with the sacrifice 
of the Paschal lamb and to make the Eucharist the Passover of the New 
Covenant. This whole theory is entirely arbitrary. No one has any right 
to reconstitute the whole passage by postulating a non-Eucharistic agape 
by taking away from the Pauline text that which gives to the Supper of 
the Lord its sacramental character. Further, the assimilation of Christ to 
the Paschal lamb is only suggested in 1 Cor. v. 7, and then only in an 
incidental manner, and, as we have pointed out already, Paul had several 
interpretations of the death of Christ. We should add that, as we shall 
see later (Chapter XV), the assimilation of the Communion to a Passover 
does not belong to the most primitive form of the tradition. 

3 Here are a few examples (the references in brackets are to those words 
of Jesus in the Gospels to which Paul alludes): 1 Thess. iv. 8 (Luke x. 16; 
Matt. x. 40); Gal. iv. 17 (Matt, xxiii. 13; Luke xi. 52); 1 Cor. iv. 12-13; 


THE PAULINE EVIDENCE 


127 


allow us at least to consider the hypothesis that Paul may 
have had in his hands an early form of the collection of sayings 
known as the Logia. 1 

Thus the Pauline Epistles furnish very clear evidence to the 
existence of an historical tradition concerning Jesus. The 
Apostle gives these hints in too scattered and fragmentary a 
way for us to be able to attempt to group them once more 
into a whole. This can be explained, first of all, by the very 
fact of the composition of the epistles themselves, and then 
also by the nature of the Apostle’s concern; he did not take 
the trouble to tell the Gospel story because he was sure that 
his readers would know at least the elements of it; nor did 
he try to prove—(what no one doubted)—that Jesus had 
actually lived, but only that he was the Christ; for this the 
Jews refused to accept, while the pagans regarded it as 
“foolishness.” 


Appendix I.—The Non-Pauline Epistles in the 
New Testament 

The non-Pauline Epistles of the New Testament (several among 
them, at least) were not composed until a period when the 
tradition concerning Jesus was fixed in the form which it 
possesses in the Synoptic Gospels. The majority of them make 
very slight references to this tradition. 2 

We find, fairly frequently, the idea that Christ has left his 

Rom. xii. 14 (Matt. v. 44*); 1 Cor. v. 4 (Matt, xviii. 20); 1 Cor. xiii. 2 (Matt, 
xvii. 20; Mark xi. 23*); 1 Cor. xiii. 3 (Luke xii. 33; Markx. 21*); 2 Cor. 
x. 1 (Matt. xi. 29); Rom. xiv. 14 (Matt. xv. 11). It is evident that in the 
search for allusions to words of Jesus people have sometimes gone too far. 
Resch (Der Paulinismus und die Logia Jesu, T.U., XII, Leipzig, 1904) finds 
no less than 925 allusions in the Epistles which we regard as authentic, 
and in addition 133 in the Epistle to the Ephesians, 100 in the Pastoral 
Epistles, and 64 in the Pauline discourses in the Acts. His method has 
been severely but rightly criticized by Wrede ( Goet. Gel. Anz ., 1905, 
p. 849 f.) and by Julicher ( Theol . Litzg-, 1906, col. 42 ff.). 

1 This hypothesis is suggested by the fact that the words of Jesus to which 
Paul alludes are found far more frequently in the tradition of the Logia 
than in that of Mark. 

* There is no allusion to the life and the words of Jesus in the Johannine 
Epistles; we cannot, however, doubt that the two first at least are closely 
connected with the Fourth Gospel and are probably by the same author. 
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followers an example which they ought to follow (Heb. xii. 
i—2, xiii. 13 ff.; 1 Pet. ii. 21-23; Eph. v. 2), which pre¬ 
supposes not only that Jesus was a real person, but that it 
was possible to have a clear idea of his life and character. 
The idea of imitation also lies behind the passage in 1 Tim. vi. 
13-14, where there is the mention of Christ Jesus “who wit¬ 
nessed a good confession before Pontius Pilate, 55 for, as 
Baldenspergcr 1 has pointed out, Christ is here presented as 
the ideal to those of the faithful who had to give an account 
of their faith before pagan tribunals. 

Among the non-Pauline Epistles there are three which need 
special consideration because of their importance: these are 
the Epistle to the Hebrews and the two Epistles of Peter. 

As Windisch 2 has remarked, the Christ of the Epistle to the 
Hebrews seems to be a celestial being rather than a man who 
had made a deep impression on those who knew him. His 
story is presented in abstract terms, connected with the tradi¬ 
tional type of the Messiah, and are borrowed from the Old 
Testament, especially from the Psalms. The references to his 
death seem to set it apart from all historical contingencies. 3 
But what we said about Pauline soteriology might be repeated 
concerning the Christology of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
The sacrifice of Christ only purifies sinners because it was 
the death of an actual man. The author of the Epistle insists 
on certain details which show that a story of Jesus, and of his 
death in particular, constitutes the foundation of his theology. 
The manifestation of Christ took place at a recent date which 
belongs to the last period in the history of the world (i. 2), 
the message of Christ has been carried by those who had 
originally received the teaching of Jesus (ii. 3). His sufferings 
and his temptations are described in terms which make him 

1 “// a rendu temoignage sous Ponce-Pilate ,” Strasbourg, Paris, 1922. 
a Windisch: Der HebrderbrieJ\ Tubingen, 1913, p. 28. 

3 One single detail is given which is not noted in the Synoptic Gospels, 
but only implied by John xix. 20, and one which is likewise extremely 
likely to be true, this is that Jesus suffered “without the gate” (xiii. 12). 
This detail is introduced for its symbolical significance, but we cannot 
admit that it is an allegorical invention, for if it were it would not stand 
alone. 
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the model of those who have to endure suffering and perse¬ 
cution (ii. 18, iv. 15, v. 8). The fate of Christ is regarded as 
exactly comparable with that of every man who has to die 
once, after which comes the Judgment (ix. 27-28). 

In the First Epistle of Peter, if we except the idea of Christ as 
the pattern for the faithful, there is no allusion to the facts of 
the life of Jesus or to his death. The Gospel story is conceived 
as the realization of a prophetic programme. The holiness of 
Jesus is supported by Isa. liii. 9 (ii. 22), and in connexion 
with his sufferings Isa. liii. 4 ff. is quoted (ii. 24); a scriptural 
interpretation is substituted for the Gospel narrative. 

The Second Epistle of Peter dates from an epoch when the 
collection of the letters of Paul was in existence, and was 
considered authoritative (iii. 15-16); Christianity and its 
doctrine had then taken on its essential form and direction. 
The writer alludes to the story of the Transfiguration as it is 
reported by the Synoptists (i. 16-18) and in so doing he places 
it definitely within the sphere of the Gospel tradition. This 
does not prevent him from regarding the person and work 
of Jesus from a wholly dogmatic point of view. 

Regarded as a whole, the non-Pauline Epistles place us in the 
presence of the same fact as the writings of Paul: that is, a 
story which serves as a foundation for the development of a 
doctrine. The further one goes from the origin, the more 
important does the doctrine become, and it tends to substitute 
itself for the story, of which originally it was the interpretation. 


Appendix II.— The Revelation of John 

The author of the book of Revelation knew the Gospel tradition. 
Although he does not refer to it directly, his allusions to it in 
the course of the book are sufficiently definite to leave us in no 
doubt on the matter. 1 

The Christ of the Apocalypse, in spite of the name of Jesus 

1 See for instance iii. 3 (cf. Matt, xxiv; 43-44; Luke xii. 39-40), iii. 5 (cf. 
Matt. x. 32; Luke xii. 8), xiii. 10 (cf. Matt. xxvi. 52), xxi. 6, xxii. 17 (cf. 
John iv. 10 ff., vii. 37). 
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by which he is most frequently called,’ is a heavenly being. 
He is the Lord who is in the heavens, and whose return is 
awaited (i. 5 f., 13 f., iii. 11). The worship of Christ, which 
occupies such a large place in the book, is worship rendered 
to a celestial being. 

But this celestial being has had a human history (i. 5, v. 9, 
xi. 8), and it is for this cause that he is Saviour. It is because 
the Lamb has been slain that he is worthy to open the seals 
of the book (v. 6). He is the One who was dead and is alive 
again (i. 18, ii. 8). The frequent mention of the “blood of 
the Lamb” (i. 5, v. 9, vii. 14, xii. 11) assumes a doctrine of 
redemption, which, like that of Paul and of the deutero- 
Pauline Epistles, is an interpretation of the drama of Calvary. 
Although there is no direct allusion to the story of the Passion 
in the book of Revelation, in order to realize the significance 
of this fact we need to remember the allegorical character of 
the book. The mere mention of the “Lamb that had been 
slain” 1 was sufficient for the readers to recall the remembrance 
of the Passion with sufficient vividness. 

There are, on the other hand, certain pictures in the book 
of Revelation which are obviously mythical, in which there 
appears a Messiah entirely devoid of all human characteristics. 
In order to understand them and realize their significance we 
need to remember that the Revelation of John belongs to a 
species of literature which had been developed during the two 
centuries which preceded the Christian era, a literature which 
has its own rules, customs, and methods; the apocalyptic 
writers always made a great deal of use of the works of their 
predecessors, adopting the pictures which they had outlined, 
renewing them, touching them up—in a word, adapting them 
to new situations. This is the explanation of the incoherence, 
the doublets, the repetitions which we find in the Johannine 
Apocalypse. 2 We have to try to grasp the meaning of the 

1 The symbolism of the Lamb in Revelation is not connected with the 
idea of the Paschal Lamb. This is a fact which contradicts the theory of the 
mythologues who argue that the idea of the death of Christ is derived from 
the Passover ritual. 

2 For instance the juxtaposition of the three scenes of the seven seals 
(v, 1-8, 2), of the seven trumpets (viii, 2-11, 19), and the seven bowls 
(xv, 1-16, 21). 
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author through the medium of these dissimilar materials which 
literary analysis tries to unravel. We cannot attribute to the 
author directly all the ideas and all the sentiments which we 
find in the documents utilized and reproduced by him, without 
taking into account the corrections of detail which there are 
in them, and above all the indications which proceed from the 
general plan of the book. 

This principle of interpretation ought to be applied in par¬ 
ticular to the picture in chapter xii, in which Stahl and 
Couchoud 1 believe that they have discovered the idea of a 
purely ideal Christ. There appears in heaven a woman clothed 
with the sun, with the moon under her feet, and on her head 
a crown of twelve stars. She is on the eve of her confinement. 
A great and fiery dragon with seven heads and seven crowns, 
whose tail sweeps the heavens, and makes a third of the stars 
fall to the earth, stands opposite her, ready to devour the 
child which is to be born. He is to rule the nations with a rod 
of iron, that is to say, to be the Messiah; he is caught up into 
heaven to be with God, and the woman flees into the desert 
where she will be nourished for 1,260 days. Then there is a 
battle in heaven. 2 Michael and his angels cast down the 
dragon, which is the devil and Satan and his angels, on to 
the earth, and in heaven a voice proclaims the victory which 
has just been gained. The devil which has been defeated 

1 Stahl: Le document 70, pp. 6-14. Couchoud: Le mystfre , pp. 149-151. 
On the book of Revelation, xii, see Wellhausen: Z ur apokalyptischen 
Literatur in Skizzen und Vorarbeiten , VI, Berlin, 1899, PP- 215-225. Analyse 
der Offenbarung Johannis in Abh. der k. Ges. der Wiss. zu Gottingen , Phil.-hist. 
Kl., N.F. , IX, 4, Berlin, 1907, pp. 18-21. Hugo Gressmann: Der Messias , 
Gottingen, 1929, pp. 389-392. 

2 It is not said who provoked this battle. We might conjecture that the 
dragon wanted to try to seize the child which had been caught up into 
heaven. However, this attempt would have been too essential a part of the 
drama to have been merely implied. Gressmann ( Der Messias , p. 394) 
remarks that in the first part of verse 4 there is an element (“His tail 
draweth the third part of the stars of heaven”) which, where it stands, plays 
no part in the story. He conjectures that originally verse 4 a was connected 
with verses 7-12, and that the battle in heaven was caused by this assault 
on the heavenly powers. The fragment 4 a 7-12 would come originally 
from a myth which was independent of the drama in which the woman is 
the central figure. 
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pursues the woman, who receives the wings of an eagle and 
flees into the desert, where she will be fed for a time, times, 
and half a time. 1 The earth comes to her assistance by swallow¬ 
ing up a river which the dragon had poured out in order to 
drown her. Then the devil departs to make war upon the 
other children of the woman, those who observe the 
commandments of God and are faithful to the testimony of 
Jesus, and he goes to the seacoast. 2 3 4 5 

This section of the book is certainly the adaptation of a 
much older apocalyptic fragment. The interest which is at 
first concentrated on the birth of the Messiah is transferred 
later on to the celestial song which celebrates the victory won 
over the dragon, further on to the destiny of the woman, and 
finally to that of the believers. The victory is gained, according 
to verses 7-9, by Michael and his angels, according to verse 11 
by the martyrs. The two flights of the woman to the desert 
are manifestly a doublet. Whereas at the beginning the woman 
represents the mother of the Messiah, that is to say, probably 
the people of Israel, 3 at the close she is the mother of the 
faithful, that is, the Church. The part played by the Messiah 
is not the same from the beginning to the end of the story. 
He does not intervene in the assault delivered by Michael 
and his angels on the dragon, whereas it is he who gives 
victory to the martyrs .4 His part is singularly restricted. It is 
not said how the child who will rule the nations with a rod of 
iron, after having escaped the dangers which threatened him 
at his birth, will fulfil his destiny. This shows that this section 
has not been introduced into the Apocalypse on account of 
what it says about the Messiah, and that, to use the expression 
of Gressmann ,5 the myth only received a Christian varnish at 

1 That is to say, during three years and a half, the equivalent of 1,260 days; 
the half of a week of years, the unit of time in apocalyptic calculations. 

2 This last feature serves to unite what has gone before with the picture 
which follows. 

3 Even if originally she was an astral personality, as Loisy argues in 
UApocalypse, Paris, 1923, p. 225. 

4 One must add that what is said in chapter xii about Satan being cast down 
is not related to the mention of the same fact in chapters xix-xx, portions 
of the book which there are good reasons for attributing to the author of 
the book of Revelation. 

5 Gressmann : Der Messias , p. 400. 
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the conclusion of the fragment. For the writer the main interest 
lies in the idea of the dragon who is cast down upon the earth. 
This refers to the persecuting Emperor. This explains to the 
faithful the sufferings which they have to endure. Having 
given this explanation, he did not think it necessary to repro¬ 
duce the conclusion of the myth, in which, after he had reigned 
on the earth for a time, the dragon was finally destroyed . 1 

The adaptations which are obvious in chapter xii prove 
that the author was using some earlier material which was 
certainly Jewish . 2 It is, in fact, impossible to imagine that at 
the close of the first century a Christian would represent the 
Messiah as caught up into heaven immediately after his birth. 
The first document is a borrowed fragment; hence we cannot 
use it in describing the Christology of the author of the 
Revelation. 

1 Gressmann : Der Messias , p. 1395. 

2 At the very least, in the form which the author of the book of the Revela¬ 
tion knew and used, for Gressmann (Der Messias , pp. 3 g6 ff.), following 
Bousset, has shown that the myth was originally Egyptian. From the 
point of view which interests us, we do not need to enter into the previous 
history of the tradition used by the Christian Apocalyptic writer, nor do 
we want to know whether it is the result of the combination of two or even 
three different myths, or if the astral character of the picture is primitive, 
all of which Gressmann contests, for reasons which appear to be decisive. 



CHAPTER IV 





THE GOSPELS 1 


The problem of the character and the documentary value of 
the Gospels is not presented to us, as we are so often led to 
think it is, in the form of a dilemma. We are not called to 
decide for or against one of the two following theories: (i) that 
the Gospel history as a whole, and in every part of it, is a literal 
and accurate account of all that took place; or (2) that we 
ought to reject it entirely, as a mere tissue of legend, which, 
even at the best, can serve no useful purpose save that of 
supplying material for the imagination or nourishment for the 
meditations of pious souls. 


I. What a Gospel Is 


The word “Gospel” was current in Christian language before it 
was used to describe the stories of the life of Jesus. When Paul 
used it he meant the redemption of the sin ful world by the 
death and resurrection of Jesus Christ, and the preaching of 
this message of salvaticmTTf^isTjoth the “Gospel of God' 5 (as, 
for instance, in Rom. i. 1), since God is the first author of salva¬ 
tion; the “Gospel of Jesus Christ” (as for instance in Rom. i. 9, 
and Phil. i. 27), since Christ is the content of the message; and 
the “Gospel of Paul” (e.g. 2 Cor. iv. 3), since he has received the 
commission to proclaim it. It is in this sense also that we meet 
the word in the Gospels (e.g. Mark i. 1, 14, 15, etc.). 2 * * The fact 
that the same word is used for the stories of the ministry of 
Jesus is because the life of Jesus, and, above all, his death and 

1 For further details we would refer the reader to our previous works: 
Intr, j I and II: Une nouvelle icole de critique evangelique. La form- und traditions- 
geschichtliche Schule. R.h.r ., XCIV, 1925, pp. 114-160. 

2 There are only two passages in which the word Gospel is put into the 

mouth of Jesus by Mark and by Matthew; Luke has no parallel to these 

passages. They are: Mark xiii. 10; Matt. xxiv. 14; Markxiv. 9; Matt. xxvi. 13. 

In both cases the word means the future proclamation of the Gospel. 
The two sections in question do not seem to have been found in the primitive 
form of the Gospel of Mark. (Cf. Intr ., I, pp. 297 ff.) 
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his resurrection, were the foundation upon which the whole 
doctrine of salvation was based. 1 

The double meaning ofthe word “Gospel” still exists in the fact 
that at the present time it is still used to describe both the doctrine 
of Christianity and the original narrative ofjhe life of Jesus. 

The double meaning—both religious and historical—of the 
word “Gospel” already shows that the four accounts preserved 
in the New Testament are not meant to serve exclusively either 
a biographical or an historical purpose, but that their aim is also 
practical and definitely religious. Indeed, Luke and John both 
say plainly why they wrote their Gospels : Luke says he wrote it 
for Theophilus, in order that he “might know the certainty of 
those things in which he had been instructed” (Luke i. 4), while 
John says that he wrote his Gospel in order that his readers 
might know that “Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that 
believing they might have life in his name” (John xx. 31). 

The Gospels were written for Christians only. This is proved 
by what they assume their readers already know. Although it 
is true that they may have served to aid the memories of the 
first missionaries, there is an error in perspective in the passage 
in Papias, 2 who represents the Gospel of Mark as the tran¬ 
scription of the missionary message of Peter. 

From the literary point of view the Gospel was created by 
Christianity. The analogies which some claim to have perceived 
between the Gospels and the Greek literature of “Memoirs” 
(d7ro/xv7y/xo^6u/Aara)3 and “Lives” (Scot) are very vague, and, 
since it is very unlikely that Mark at least would have known 
this literature, the resemblances which have been noted would 
be due to the fact that in both cases the writer is relating the 
life of a hero. 4 

1 It is not clear whether Mark called his work a Gospel, or whether the 
name was given to it later on. 

3 Preserved by Eusebius: Eccl. Hist., Ill, 39. 

3 We know that Justin described the Gospels as “Memoirs of the Apostles,” 
a.TTo jllvt) fiovev juat a tcjv olttogtoXcov (/ Ap., 66 ,3)* The choice of the word was 
made in order to explain the word “Gospel” by a term which his pagan 
readers could immediately understand. 

4 If we need to find prototypes to the Gospels we would discover them 
rather in certain narratives in the Old Testament, in which history is used 
as a source of religious teaching and edification. 
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Certain details are absent from the Gospels which are usually 
found in every biography—information about the family of the 
hero, about his childhood, a description of his actual appearance, 
and chronological data concerning his life. The Gospels were 
not written to introduce to their readers a person of whom 
they knew nothing. Look at the way in which Jesus is intro¬ 
duced in the Gospel of Mark: “In those days Jesus came from 
Nazareth in Galilee and was baptized in the Jordan by John” 
(i. 9). This is not the way in which an unknown person is 
introduced to the readers of a book. The Gospels formed part 
of the faith and theology—if this term is not too much of an 
anachronism—of the people among whom they appeared. 
They are religious works, in direct relation with the life of the 
Christian community. Between the Gospels and the life of the 
Church, with its varied activities in preaching, evangelizing, 
teaching, apologetics, and controversy, there has been both 
action and reaction; the Gospels have influenced the life of 
the Church, while at the same time they have been influenced 
by it. 


II. The Development of the Gospel Literature 

Although the Gospel of Mark is the earliest of these books in 
our possession, it is quite certain that it had been preceded by 
some written accounts, more or less fragmentary, of the Gospel 
tradition. These writings were the recollections of those who 
had known and loved Jesus and felt his influence; they recorded 
instances of the example which he had given, and some of 
his sayings, which they had treasured for their inspiration, 
and which they transmitted as a precious treasure to those 
who shared their faith. 

It seems that Mark was the first to undertake the task of 
gathering these memoirs into a coherent narrative; previously 
they had been preserved in a spontaneous manner, without 
any attempt to put them into any kind of order. The fact 
that when Luke wrote his Gospel, fifteen or twenty years after 
Mark, several attempts at writing the Gospel story were already 
in existence (Luke i. 1), does not constitute an objection to 
this view, for a literature like that of the Gospels, which 
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responds so manifestly to an actual need, would inevitably, 
once it had been born, develop with a singular intensity. 

Luke knew several Gospels; the composition of the narratives 
of Matthew and of Luke almost simultaneously and indepen¬ 
dently of each other is significant, and it is very probable that 
several of the Apocryphal Gospels whose names we know, or 
of which we possess some fragments, like the Gospel of Peter, 
the Judaeo-Christian Gospels of the Hebrews, of the Ebionites 
or of the Twelve Apostles, and, perhaps, the Gospel of the 
Egyptians, appeared before the middle of the second century. 
After this date the development of the Gospel literature ceased. 
The four Gospels which were then most widely read—those 
of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John—were placed in a cate¬ 
gory by themselves. The actual authority which they exerted 
in practice was elevated to the dignity of a principle, and the 
tendency to concentration which, normally, would have led 
to the choice of one of the Gospels which was most widely 
read, or to the combination of several, 1 was suddenly arrested. 2 
After that there were no new Gospels, save those which were 
composed by the heretical sects, or fragmentary narratives, 
like some of the Gospels of the Infancy, certain stories of the 
Passion, which arose on the fringe of the canonical writings, 
not in order to replace them, but simply in order to embroider 
the material which they supplied. 

At the same time another transformation was taking place, 
or, at least, was being completed. Originally the Gospels had 
been works which, if not anonymous, were at least impersonal. 
Possibly people knew, or thought they knew, who had com¬ 
posed them, but no one attached much importance to this 
knowledge. It was the content of the Gospels alone which 
gave them their value. No author is visible in Mark or in 
Matthew; in the third Gospel, although the narrative itself 
is just as impersonal, the author speaks directly in the preface 
addressed to Theophilus; the Fourth Gospel was originally 
an impersonal work, but the editors who have given it the 

1 As was the case in Syria with the Diatessaron of Tatian. 

2 This canonization of the Gospels arose by a sort of spontaneous reaction. 
It was the instinctive defence of the Church against the dangers by which 
it was threatened, the dangers of Marcionism, Gnosticism, and Montanism. 


138 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

form which we know have suggested, by some added touches 
here and there, first of all, that it was based upon evidence 
of a peculiarly reliable kind, that of the disciple “whom Jesus 
loved”; that is to say, as they discreetly suggest, on the tes¬ 
timony of the Apostle John (xix. 35), and then that it was 
this disciple himself who actually wrote it (xxi. 25). 

About the same time, or possibly a little later, in certain 
parts at least of the Gospel of Peter, the story is presented as 
that of an eyewitness, and Papias, in order to defend the 
Gospels of Mark and Matthew to which some doubtless pre¬ 
ferred that of John, reports that the first is the work of a 
secretary of Peter, and that it is a faithful reproduction of the 
narratives of the apostle, while the second has been edited 
and compiled by the apostle Matthew. 1 

This process of development, which we see taking shape 
thus during the first half of the second century, ended with 
Irenaeus in the theory that a Gospel can only be authoritative 
if it is the work of an apostle. 2 3 4 The establishment of this 
principle definitely put an end to the period of the creation 
of Gospel literature. 


III. The Composition of the Synoptic Gospels 

The prolonged labour of criticism in the nineteenth century, 
which began with C. H. Weisse and C. G. Wilke in 18383 
and ended with Wernle and Hawkins in 18994 led to results 
which we may regard as decisive, even though in some respects 
they may still need some further clarification. These results 
may be summed up thus: 

1 The fact that neither of these two Gospels corresponds to the definition 

given by Papias shows that he had to prove that they fulfilled the conditions 
necessary to make them authoritative. 

3 Or at least indirectly: this made it possible to preserve the Gospels of 
Mark and Luke, by placing them under the patronage of Peter and of Paul. 

3 C. H. Weisse : Die evangelische Geschichte kritisch und philosophisch bearbeitet , 
Leipzig, 1838. C. G. Wilke: Der Urevangelist oder eine exegetische-kritische 
Untersuchung der Verwandschaftsverhaltnisse der drei ersten Evangelien, Dresden, 
Leipzig, 1838. 

4 Wernle : Die synoptische Frage , Freiburg im Breisgau, Leipzig, Tubingen, 
1899. Hawkins: Horae synopticae, Oxford, 1899, 2l 9°9* 
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(1) The Gospel of Mark is the oldest of the three Synoptic 
Gospels; it served as a source to two others; 

(2) There is a second source for the literature of the Gospels, 
constituted by a collection of sayings of Jesus, the Logia, which 
probably contained a minimum of narrative setting; 1 

(3) The Gospels of Matthew and Luke are combinations 
of Mark and of the Logia, supplemented by certain written 
material or certain oral traditions used by both of them. 2 3 

Within the general framework of this theory, which is known 
as the Two-Document Hypothesis, several questions remain 
unanswered: 

(1) Was the Gospel of Mark used by Matthew and Luke 
absolutely identical with the one we now possess? or did it 
differ at certain points? (Question of Proto-Mark.) 

We think that save for certain slight alterations in detail 
which are brought out by textual rather than by literary 
criticism, there are two chief points at which the Gospel 
of Mark has been altered (apart from the very probable 
mutilation of its ending): the introduction of the cycle of 
Bethany and of the division into days in the narrative of the 
Jerusalem ministry, and, in chapter xiii, in the Synoptic 
Apocalypse (xiii. 14), the substitution of the announcement 
of the “abomination of desolation, 55 that is to say, of the 
profanation of the Temple, for that of the siege of Jerusalem. 
It is also possible that certain sections from the Logia may not 
have been present in the Gospel of Mark in the state in which 
Luke knew it. Matthew seems to have had in his hands a re¬ 
vised copy of Mark, whereas Luke still used the primitive text. 

1 German critics call this document Q, (initial letter of the word Quelle : 

source). We prefer to use the term already employed by Papias and to call 
this source the Logia ( A ). 

3 An English critic, B. H. Streeter ( The Four Gospels. A Study of Origins , 
London, 1924, *1927), has argued that behind the Synoptic Gospels there 
was, in addition to Mark and the Logia, a third document, Proto-Luke, 
which is supposed to have been a complete Gospel, composed of the com¬ 
bination of the Logia with special traditions. For the reasons which prevent 
us from accepting this theory, and for an interpretation of the facts mentioned 
by Streeter, see my article, Luke and Mark , in the Harvard Theological Review , 
XXV, 1933. See also the important work of W. Bussmann: Synoptische 
Studien , Halle, 1925-1931. 
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(2) What is the relation between the two sources of the Gospel 
tradition, the Logia and Mark? Wellhausen regards the Logia 
as secondary in relation to Mark, whereas Harnack, adopting 
an idea thrown out by Bernhard Weiss, but not developed 
by him, maintains that the editor of the second Gospel used 
the Logia as part of his source material. Streeter, finally, 
believes that the two documents are independent of each 
other. It seems to me that Harnack’s theory ought to be 
accepted. Mark knew the Logia, and, in my opinion, assumed 
that his readers knew it too; that is why he only drew on it 
when he felt it absolutely necessary in describing the per¬ 
sonality and the activity of Jesus. 

(3) What is the exact nature of the Logia? For my own part, 
I regard it less as a literary source, constructed in logical 
form, than a collection which was continually being enlarged 
by the introduction of sayings of Jesus scattered through 
tradition. Hence the Logia themselves are also very varied. 
Matthew and Luke knew this collection in two different forms. 
We may also assign to the Logia not only the sections which 
are common to Matthew and Luke and which are absent 
from Mark, but also certain others which are only found 
either in Matthew or in Luke. It is not doubtful, for instance, 
that the Beatitudes, which appear both in Matthew and in 
Luke, come from the Logia, in spite of the differences in form 
and even in content which exist in the two passages as we 
know them. It is impossible, on the other hand, to assign the 
curses which follow the Beatitudes in Luke to a different 
origin from that of the Beatitudes themselves. 

(4) Are there any other connexions between the Gospels of 
Matthew and Luke than those which are the result of their 
common dependence on Mark, the Logia, and, eventually, 
on other sources? This question has sometimes been answered 
by suggesting that Matthew was used by Luke, more rarely 
by the idea that Luke influenced Matthew. These two theories 
seem to us to be untenable, and this for two reasons. First 
of all, they do not explain the omission by the evangelist, who 
is regarded as the second, of a whole series of characteristic 
and important passages given by the first. Further, between 
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the two texts there are differences of arrangement which make 
it very improbable that there is any direct literary connexion 
between them. 1 

For a document like the Logia, which was continually growing, 
it is impossible to fix an exact date of composition; all we 
can do is to try to fix the date when it began. 

If Paul, as is at least probable, was familiar with an early 
form of the Logia, the collection would have been begun before 
the year 50. The primitive kernel of the collection may be 
earlier still. One of the primary reasons for thinking this is 
the way in which the Lord’s Prayer is introduced in Luke. 
The disciples of Jesus come to him and ask him to teach 
them a prayer, as John the Baptist taught his disciples 
(Luke xi. 1). This is far more probable than the teaching 
of the Lord’s Prayer ex professo , in the course of an ordered 
discourse, as is reported by Matthew (vi. gff). Besides, the 
Christian tradition, so jealous to affirm the complete indepen¬ 
dence of Jesus in regard to John the Baptist, could not have 
imagined an incident in which he would follow an example 
given by his Forerunner. 

The rhythmical form of certain sayings of Jesus and their 
lapidary style made it particularly easy to engrave them upon 
the memory. Possibly Jesus cast them in this form on purpose, 
in order that they might be easily retained. The fact that he 
may have had a habit of fixing certain sayings in the memory 
of his hearers may have been the germ of the formation of 
a collection of his discourses. 

The Gospel of Mark, in its original form, seems to have been 
written at Rome during the years which immediately followed 
the capture and destruction of Jerusalem, approximately 
between 70 and 72. It was revised about ten years later, 
perhaps by the author himself. 

The composition of the Gospel of Luke may be placed between 

1 Especially the fact that in one Gospel elements will be found scattered 
throughout the work which are grouped together in the other. Facts of 
this kind are evident, whether we accept the hypothesis that Matthew 
was the source of Luke or vice versa. 
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72 (the date of the composition of Mark) and 90, a date to 
which the composition of the Acts of the Apostles, the second 
book addressed to Theophilus, does not seem to be posterior. 
We may fix the date of the redaction of this work about the 
year 85. 

The dependence of the Gospel of Matthew upon what we 
believe to be the second form of the Gospel of Mark gives 
as the date of composition the earliest that is possible, some¬ 
where about the year 85. In my opinion it cannot be earlier 
than the year 90. 


IV. The Plan of Mark 

In the first chapter of this book the reasons were stated which, 
from the beginning of the twentieth century, have given a 
foremost position to the critical analysis of the Gospel of Mark 
and research into the sources on which it is based. 

Papias, in the fragment which Eusebius ( Eccl. Hist., Ill, 39) 
has preserved, says that Mark wrote “accurately, but not in 
order” (oil yxeVroi rd£ei). This looks as though the Bishop 
of Hierapolis wished to justify in advance the opinion which 
Eusebius would have to give about him when he declared, 
rather contemptuously, that he had “a very small mind.” In 
the Gospel of Mark there are traces of an orderly plan, and 
unmistakable signs of care in composition. The divisions of 
the story are clearly defined. After a brief introduction, which 
includes the mention of John the Baptist, and of the baptism 
and temptation of Jesus (i. 1-13), the story of the Galilean 
Ministry proper begins, which extends from i. 14 to viii. 26. 
This terminates at the moment when Capernaum ceases to 
be the centre of the activity of Jesus. The section with which 
the second part of the Gospel opens, the Messianic Confession 
of Peter (viii. 27-30), is like the pivot around which the whole 
construction of the plan of Mark turns. This incident took 
place on heathen territory, outside the country of Palestine, 
and though, later on, we still sometimes find Jesus in Galilee, 
the evangelist makes it very clear that he is only there in 
passing. In the exact sense of the word the Galilean Ministry 
is over. Jesus is about to set his face to go up to Jerusalem. 
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At the same time his activity takes on new forms; he gives 
his teaching principally to his disciples, and this teaching deals 
not with the Kingdom of God but with the Son of Man, and 
the destiny which awaits him, according to the Scriptures 
(viii. 31-x. 52). With the arrival at Jerusalem a new period 
opens which is divided into two parts *. the ministry in Jerusalem 
(xii. 1—xiii. 37) and the Passion (xiv. i-xvi. 8). 

The Galilean narrative is divided into a certain number of 
sections which reveal a careful plan. Some passages describe 
Jesus doing actions or giving teaching which attracts crowds 
and makes a favourable impression upon them, while others 
show him in conflict with the growing opposition of the Jewish 
authorities; the way in which these incidents alternate is too 
regular to be accidental. After each difficulty which Jesus 
meets the evangelist shows him intensifying his activity, or 
at least taking measures which will ensure its continuance. 
Thus, after a picture of the activity of Jesus, most of which 
is displayed within the framework of one day at Capernaum 
(i. 14-45), there comes a series of five conflicts, dealing with 
the forgiveness of sins, the publicans, fasting, and the Sabbath 
(ii. i-iii. 6). This group of stories concludes with the picture 
of the Pharisees and the Herodians taking the resolve to com¬ 
pass the death of Jesus. The sections which follow (iii. 7 “ I 9 ) 
show Jesus undiscouraged by this hostility, continuing his 
ministry of healing, and preparing for the future by the 
institution of the apostolate. Then, in iii. 20-35, the evangelist 
lays emphasis anew mainly on the idea of hostility, by telling 
how the relatives of Jesus wanted to take him away on the 
pretext that he was mad, while the Pharisees accuse him of 
being possessed by the prince of the demons. Here he shows 
that the very essence of the ministry of Jesus is misunderstood. 
The evangelist feels the need to explain this defeat; he does 
this in the section of parables (iv. 1-34) which shows that only 
to the initiated is it given to know the mystery of the Kingdom 
of God, but that to those who are without all is presented 
in the form of parables, that “seeing they may see and not 
perceive, and hearing they may hear and not understand, lest 
at any time they should be converted” (iv. 11-12). This is 
the theory of the hardening of the heart by Providence. After 
this explanation there follow some striking miracles. Jesus 
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miraculously stills a storm while he is crossing the lake 
(iv. 35—4 1 ); on the eastern shore he delivers a demoniac 
possessed by a legion of demons (v. 1-20); and when he returns 
to Galilee he cures a woman with an issue of blood and raises 
to life the daughter of Jairus (v. 21-43). These amazing feats 
do not produce a lasting impression. Immediately after these 
things Jesus is rejected by his compatriots in his own town 
of Nazareth in such a way that he is amazed at their unbelief 
(vi. i-6a). Once again Jesus is not discouraged, but he sends 
the Twelve forth on their mission (vi. 66-13). Two sections 
follow (Herod’s remarks about Jesus and the death of John 
the Baptist (vi. 14-29) which form a kind of parenthesis, and 
the Galilean period terminates with the double cycle of the 
feeding of the crowds who had come to listen to his teaching 
(vi. 31-viii. 26). The distribution of the bread, an anticipation 
of the banquet which the elect will take with the Messiah in 
the Kingdom of God, is something more than a miracle. In 
the view of Mark it was a supreme attempt of Jesus to win 
the people. His efforts failed; after the miraculous feeding 
of the multitudes he was again in conflict with the scribes 
and Pharisees. The failure of the Galilean ministry was 
complete. 

In the plan of the second part of the Gospel it is possible 
to distinguish two main currents which are to some extent 
contradictory. The one is defined by Peter’s confession 
(viii. 27-30), the threefold announcement of the coming 
suffering, the death and the resurrection of the Son of Man 
(viii. 31-32, ix. 30-32, x. 32-34), the prediction of the 
sufferings awaiting the disciples (viii. 24-ix. 1), the trans¬ 
figuration, and the conversation about the return of Elijah 
(ix. 2-13); the other section is composed of various fragments 
which have no direct relation to the idea of the sufferings of 
the Son of Man; in this instance the material at the disposal 
of the evangelist was not quite suitable for his purpose. 

In the third part of the Gospel the scheme is perfectly 
clear: Jesus enters Jerusalem as Messiah (xi. 1-11), asserts 
his authority by driving the money-changers out of the Temple 
(xi. 15-19), confutes those who ask him by what authority 
he does these things (xi. 27-33), then, taking the offensive 
himself, he passes sentence on the behaviour of the Jewish 
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people in the parable or allegory of the vineyard (xii. 1-12). 
After that Jesus replies victoriously to the captious questions 
which are put to him (xii. 13-34), and places his interlocutors 
in an awkward position by asking them in their turn about 
the Davidic descent of the Messiah (xii. 35—37) - T° conclude 
his public ministry he pronounces some severe strictures on 
the Pharisees (xii. 38-40). 1 Finally, there is some teaching 
addressed to the disciples only on questions relating to the 
future (prophecy of the destruction of the Temple, xiii. 1-4) 
and a long eschatological discourse: the Synoptic Apocalypse 
(xiii. 5-33). 

In the last part—the Passion—the order of the narrative is 
directly determined by that of the facts. 

The plan of Mark is both historical and geographical, since 
it follows the story of Jesus in its different elements and in 
its varied setting; it is also psychological, because it suggests 
the reasons which caused Jesus to leave Galilee for Judaea, 
and shows how his attitude and his teaching in the Temple 
lead the authorities to act against him. Finally, this plan is 
dogmatic, because it brings out the fulfilment of a providential 
programme in the story of Jesus, which culminates in the 
redemptive sacrifice of the Cross. 2 

Does this arrangement of the story, which seems to be a 
philosophical interpretation of the facts, correspond to the real 
development of the facts? or is this arrangement artificial? 

1 Here occurs the incident of the widow’s mite (xii. 41-44), which could 
not be placed elsewhere since it took place in the Temple. 

2 A few observations will suffice to show that the schemes of Matthew and 
Luke are not of independent value but are the result of an adaptation of 
Mark’s scheme, made necessary by the introduction of new material , and, 
later, especially in Matthew, by the desire to group together similar elements. 
The common sections are usually in the same order in Matthew and Luke 
as they are in Mark; Matthew and Luke never agree to give the facts in 
a different order from that of Mark. So far as Matthew is concerned, 
modifications of the order of Mark occur only in the narrative of the 
Galilean ministry (until the rejection of Jesus at Nazareth). In this part, 
as in the others, Luke follows exactly the thread of Mark’s narrative, but 
he leaves it at two points (vi. 20-viii. 3. and ix. 51-xviii. 14), where he 
inserts, in two blocks, the greater part of the material which he adds to 
Mark, and then again takes up the thread of the narrative at the point 
where he had left it. 
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It is more than half a century since Reuss 1 pointed out the 
vague and arbitrary character of the connexion between the 
different parts of the Gospel narrative: “then,” “after that,” 
“in those days,” “and he arrived.” All these insignificant 
phrases simply string the facts together, but they do not 
establish any real co-ordination. The narrative is without 
order, but in quite a different sense from that in which Papias 
uses the expression. 

As soon as we attempt to place the facts of the narrative 
in definite order we are confronted by great difficulties. A 
few instances will make this evident, and will show that it 
is impossible to construct a clear narrative from the design 
of the Gospel of Mark. When Peter, questioned by Jesus on 
the road to Caesarea Philippi, says to him, “Thou art the 
Christ,” and Jesus forbids his disciples to tell this to anyone 
(viii. 29-30), Mark does not mean that the apostle is simply 
repeating teaching which he has received. He implies that his 
declaration was something entirely new. Even if, at most, the 
idea had been suggested to him, Peter has now grasped it in 
a fresh way. 2 It is this which makes it possible for Jesus to 
open up fresh views of the future to his disciples and to reveal 
to them the destiny which awaits him as Messiah. Thus this 
section marks something new, the recognition of Jesus as 
Messiah by his disciples, and the beginning of his teaching 
about the necessity of his sufferings. But the facts reported 
by Mark in the first part of the story contradict this view. 
Declarations of Jesus such as: “The Son of Man has power 
on earth to forgive sins” (ii. 10); “the Son of Man is Lord 
also of the Sabbath” (ii. 28), have no meaning unless they 
imply an assertion of Messianic authority; the healings of 
Jesus as they are conceived by Mark, the discussion of the 
charge levelled against Jesus that he expelled the demons by 
the power of Beelzebub, are Messianic manifestations. The 
evangelist was so convinced of this that in order to reconcile 

1 Reuss: La Bible , Nouveau Testament. Premiere Partie, Histoire Tlvangelique, 
Paris, 1876, p. 103. 

2 Matthew (xvi. 17) has made the narrative of Mark more detailed and 
developed, but has not essentially altered it, by making Jesus say to Peter: 
“Flesh and blood has not revealed this unto thee, but my Father which is 
in heaven.” 
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them with the nature of Peter’s Confession he created the 
theory of the secret of the Messiahship, and of the recognition 
of Jesus as Messiah by the demons, a theory whose artificial 
character is obvious, and which further contradicts the account 
given by the evangelist himself. 1 

So far as the idea of the death of Jesus is concerned, this 
comes out already in the saying of Jesus in the discussion about 
fasting: “The days will come when the bridegroom will be 
taken away from them; then will they fast in those days” 
(ii. 20), and it is no less evident in the report of the discussion 
between the Pharisees and the Herodians who “took counsel 
. . . how they might destroy him” (iii. 6). 

In the second part of the Gospel, the three prophecies of 
the sufferings, absolutely doctrinaire summaries of the story 
of the Passion, are rather stereotyped in character, which 
raises doubts of their origin. It is difficult to understand how 
they could have been preserved, if (as the evangelist carefully 
explains to us after each of them), the disciples did not under¬ 
stand the words of Jesus, and did not dare to ask him what 
he meant. 

We shall see further 3 that although Jesus may have known 
the dangers to which he was exposed in going up to Jerusalem, 
his entry into the Holy City did not bear the character of 
a march to death which is given to it in the Gospel tradition. 

If, instead of considering the general plan of the Gospel, 
we examine the structure of each of the parts of which it is 
composed, we come to the same conclusions. Here, too, a few 
examples will suffice. The section ii. i-iii, 6, in which are 
grouped together a series of five occasions on which Jesus was 
in conflict with the representatives of Jewish religious tradition, 
affords a very clear instance of the grouping of incidents 
according to their character. 3 There is another instance in the 
parables of iv. 1-34. The presence in vi. 14-29 °f ^ wo sections 

1 This has been shown very well by Wrede (Messiasgeheimnis), although he 
has drawn inferences from this fact which are open to question. 
a See later, pp. 398 ff. 

3 After these conflicts the Pharisees and the Herodians take counsel together 
to see how they may bring about the death of Jesus (iii. 6). This indication, 
which is not utilized in the later part of the narrative, shows that we are 
here confronted by a detached fragment of a tradition which differed from 
the Gospel of Mark. 
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(the perplexity of Herod when he hears rumours about Jesus 
and a retrospective account of the death of John the Baptist) 
which are on the fringe of the story, is no less characteristic. 
Finally, to confine our attention to the more outstanding facts, 
we should note that there seems something very obscure in 
the comings and goings of Jesus mentioned between vi. 30 and 
ix. 50. Either the evangelist has grouped a series of incidents 
which have no real connexion with each other, or there is 
an explanation of these comings and goings which he has not 
mentioned, or which he does not know; in any case, as it 
stands, his narrative is confused. In the second part of the 
Gospel there are two lines of narrative which converge, but 
do not combine. The one represents Jesus going up to Jerusa¬ 
lem to die; in the other the journey to Jerusalem is a triumphal 
Messianic progress, crowned by the solemn entry intojerusalem. 1 
In the last part of the Gospel Mark’s narrative becomes very 
obscure owing to the swiftness with which the drama of the 
Passion is enacted, and also to the impossibility of under¬ 
standing the legal character of the trial of Jesus solely from 
the data given in the text. 

It would be easy to multiply observations of this kind. Those 
which we have given will suffice to show that the Gospel 
story as it is presented by Mark is, to some extent, an artificial 
construction. The historian therefore can only use his plan with 
great caution. 2 

1 This is evident, for example, in the juxtaposition of the third prophecy 
of suffering (x. 32-34) and the request of the sons of Zebedee (x. 35-37), 
which suggest that Jesus was going up to Jerusalem that he might reign 
in glory. 

2 If the Gospel of Mark were, as Couchoud believes it to be (Le Myslhre> 
pp. 35 ff.), a rendering of Pauline theology in narrative form, it would be 
impossible to understand its incoherencies. Without going so far as this, 
from Baur onwards it has often been suggested that the Gospel of Mark 
was written under the influence of Pauline theology. Without doubt, 
certain ideas of Paul do reappear in Mark, but the terminology is different, 
and it seems to be concerned with ideas common to primitive Christianity 
as a whole. One point of resemblance is more striking than all the others, 
and it is this: the affinity which seems to exist between the theory presented 
by Mark about the parables, in which Jesus said that he used them in 
order to prevent people who were not intended to understand the mystery 
of the Kingdom of God, from understanding them (Mark iv. 10-12, 33-34), 
and the idea (expounded in Rom. ix.-xi.) of the hardening of the heart of 


THE GOSPELS 


'49 


V. The Arrangement of the Sections Peculiar to 
Matthew and Luke 

Is it possible to reconstruct the life of Jesus by utilizing the 
sections peculiar to Matthew and Luke, at least those which 
come from the Logia? In my opinion it would not be impossible 
to arrive at fairly certain conclusions relating to the arrange¬ 
ment of the most ancient form of this collection, 1 but the 
purely didactic character of the sections of which they are 
composed 2 makes it very doubtful whether the first editor of 
this collection made any attempt, however slight, to reproduce 
the order and sequence of events. 

Some writers have thought that the large section peculiar to 
Luke (ix. 51-xviii. 14) may preserve independent evidence 
of that part of the activity of Jesus which lay between the 
close of the Galilean ministry and the beginning of the ministry 
in Judaea. In this section Jesus seems to be continually moving 
on towards Jerusalem, but there is no well-marked geographical 
development, and the section as a whole is not homogeneous. 
It bears all the marks of a compilation. In ix. 51 it is said that 
Jesus sets his face to go up to Jerusalem because the time of 
his departure is near. The same note is repeated in xiii. 31 
and xvii. 11, each time as though it had not already been 
mentioned that Jesus is going up to Jerusalem. Although in 
ix. 52 Jesus arrives at a Samaritan village, which means, 
therefore, that he has left Galilee, among the incidents 
which follow there are some which certainly, 3 and others 

Israel by Providence. But there is a manifest difference between the two 
theories: in the Gospel the hardening of the hearts of those who listened to 
Jesus led to the drama of redemption; in the Epistle to the Romans the 
incredulity of Israel makes it possible to turn to the Gentiles. On the 
Paulinism of Mark, see Intr., pp. 358-365. Martin Werner: Der Einjhiss 
paulinischer Theologie im Markusev angelium , Giessen, 1925. 

1 On this question, see Intr ., I, pp. 226-250. 

2 In the Logia there are, properly speaking, very few actual incidents. 
Those which do occur have only been preserved in cases where they serve 
as a setting for the words of Jesus, as, for example, in the story of the cen¬ 
turion at Capernaum (Matt. viii. 5-13*) and the message of John the 
Baptist (Matt. xi. 2-6*). 

3 For example, xiii. 31-33: some Pharisees advise Jesus to leave Galilee 
because Herod wants to kill him. 
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probably, 1 must have taken place in Galilee. Incidents which 
follow each other without any indication of a change of place 
imply entirely different situations. Sometimes Jesus is speaking 
to his disciples, or to people who are his usual listeners; at other 
times to people who hear him occasionally; now he is speaking 
in places which are the usual scene of his activity, and then 
in districts where he is only a passing visitor. There is never 
any transitional phrase to explain these changes of situation. 
It is therefore impossible to use this section of Luke otherwise 
than as a separate study of each isolated element of which it is 
composed. 


VI. The Fourth Gospel 

In its present form the Fourth Gospel has certainly passed 
through the hands of editors who have added two significant 
items concerning the evidence upon which the narrative is 
based (xix. 35) and the author of the book (xxi-24). The 
editors have, however, certainly not confined their efforts 
to the addition of these two verses. We must also assign 
chapter xxi (which is in the nature of an appendix) to one 
of them, the scenes in which the “beloved disciple” appears 2 
and perhaps still other elements. Further, by suppressing (in 
some other scenes) 3 a proper name which originally must 
have been there, and, in one instance, by indicating that 
Jesus loved the disciple whose name is not mentioned, 4 he has 
suggested—in a way which even to us is still transparent and 
was still more so to the first readers of the Gospel—that the 
“beloved disciple” was the Apostle John. 

It is impossible that this apostle could have composed the 
Fourth Gospel: 

1 For instance, x. 1—20: the sending of the Seventy. This section implies 
that Jesus is not travelling but settled in some region where he is preaching. 
This is evidently a doublet of the sending of the Twelve. 

3 That is to say, xiii. 23-26 (Jesus, in an aside, points out the traitor to the 
beloved disciple), xix. 25-27 (Jesus confides his mother to his care), 
xix* 3^37 (the thrust with the spear). 

3 1 * 35 ~ 4 2 ( ca h of the first disciples), xviii. 15-18, 25-27 (Peter’s denial), 
xx. 2-10 (visit to the sepulchre). 

4 xx. 2. But there is 5 v icfriXei 6 'Irjaovg and not the expression ov riydira 
which is found in the sections enumerated in n. 2. 
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(i) because this book at the very earliest dates from the 
last decade of the first century, and cannot therefore be the 
work of John, son of Zebedee, who died as a martyr in 44; 1 

(ii) because the theology of the Fourth Gospel represents 
a stage in the evolution of Christian thought which is later 
than Paulinism; 

(iii) because the Fourth Gospel is not the work of one hand, 
but is a compilation of different elements. 

Apart from editorial additions the Fourth Gospel is a work 
which gradually evolved. The story of the Raising of Lazarus 
must have existed in the shape of an independent narrative 
before it was included in the Gospel, since at the beginning 
of the story (xi. 2) the writer alludes to the episode of the 
anointing, which is only related in chapter xii, as though 
the incident were already familiar. Originally the l'arewell 
Discourses ended at chapter xiv, whose closing words cer¬ 
tainly sound like a definite conclusion. But both the story of 
the Raising of Lazarus and the discourse in chapters xv 
to xvii are so closely connected in ideas and in language 
with the rest of the Gospel that it is impossible not to assign 
them to the evangelist himself. Thus we may consider them 
as additions which he made later on. 

The elements of which the narrative is composed are placed 
side by side rather than articulated into a whole. After a 
prologue, which is philosophical in character (i. 1-18), there 
comes a first story (which may be regarded as an introduction) 
relating to John the Baptist and to the testimony given by 
him to the Lamb of God who “taketh away the sin of the 
world.” Following this testimony, several disciples of John the 
Baptist leave him in order to follow Jesus (i. 19-51). After 
these preliminary scenes, which take place at Bethany in 
Perea, Jesus, accompanied by his disciples, returns to Galilee, 
works his first miracle at Cana, and then goes down to 
Capernaum (ii. 1-12). As the Passover is near he goes up to 
Jerusalem. It is at this point that he drives the money-changers 
and merchants.out of the Temple, and, at the request for a 
sign which would justify the authority which he has arrogated 
1 Intr., II, pp. 92-102. 
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to himself, he replies with the saying about the Temple which 
will be destroyed and built up again in three days (ii. 13-25). 
Then comes the interview with Nicodemus who visits Jesus 
by night. John places in the mouth of Jesus a didactic exposi¬ 
tion of the Gospel which makes us forget the occasion which 
called it forth, for the story ends without our learning whether 
Nicodemus is persuaded by what Jesus says to him, or whether 
he remains in his sceptical frame of mind (iii. 1-21). 

After the conversation with Nicodemus comes the narrative 
of a second meeting with John the Baptist, at Enon near Salem 
in Judaea. John pays homage to Jesus; the latter, however, 
learning that his own disciples are baptizing more people than 
the Baptist, leaves Judaea, and returns to Galilee (iii. 22-iv. 3). 
Passing through Samaria he holds a conversation near Jacob’s 
Well with a Samaritan woman who recognizes that he is a 
prophet; Jesus speaks of the living water, of the worship “in 
spirit and in truth,” and declares the harvest is near. Several 
Samaritans believe in him (iv. 4-42). 

Returning to Galilee, Jesus is not well received by his fellow- 
countrymen who want to see him work miracles like those 
which they had heard he had accomplished in Judaea 
(iv. 43-45). Then the evangelist tells the story of the healing 
of the child of an imperial official of Capernaum (iv. 46-54). 

A festival (it is not said which) leads Jesus to go to Jerusalem, 
where he cures an impotent man at Bethesda. This cure, 
which was worked on the Sabbath Day, provokes discussions 
with the Jews (v. 1-47). 

Returning to Galilee, about the time of the feast of the 
Passover, Jesus works the miracle of the feeding of the five 
thousand, which arouses such enthusiasm among those who 
took part that they wanted to take him by force and make 
him king. But he escapes from this ovation. The following 
day, in the synagogue at Capernaum, he gives a discourse on 
the Bread of Life which results in the alienation of a section 
of those who had followed him until that time. Peter, in the 
name of the Twelve, proclaims their attachment to Jesus 
(vi. 1-71). 

The Feast of Tabernacles being near, the brothers of Jesus 
urge him to go to Jerusalem to manifest himself publicly. He 
refuses; then, after the departure of his brethren, he goes up 
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to Jerusalem secretly (vii. 1-13). The teaching which he gives 
provokes controversy with the Jews, who desire to seize him, 
but he manages to elude them and to escape (vii. 14-viii. 59). 1 

Chapter ix contains the story of the healing of the man 
born blind, which, without any connecting link, follows the 
parable of the Good Shepherd (x. 1-21). 

Then the narrative returns to the account of the public 
activity of Jesus at Jerusalem. On the Feast of the Dedication 
he declares that his works bear witness to him. The Jews wish 
to stone him, but he withdraws to Bethany in Perea, where 
John used to baptize his disciples (x. 22-42). He leaves his 
retreat on hearing of the illness of Lazarus, whom he raises 
to life again (xi. 1-44). On account of the excitement caused 
by the news of this miracle the Jews want to kill Jesus, and 
it is on this occasion that Caiaphas declares to the Sanhedrin 
that it is better that one man should die for the people 
(xi. 45-53). Threatened by his enemies Jesus withdraws into 
the desert of Ephraim (xi. 54-57). 

With chapter xii a new section of the Gospel begins, the 
story of the Passion, in which the incidents are much more 
closely related to each other. The supper at Bethany and the 
anointing (xii. 1-11) are followed by the entry into Jerusalem 
(xii. 12-19); then comes a request from some Greeks who wish 
to see Jesus, a request to which Jesus replies indirectly by the 
announcement of his death (xii. 20-36); some reflexions of 
the evangelist on the unbelief of the Jews follow (xii. 37-43), 
which is completed by some declarations of Jesus himself 
(xii. 44-50). After this there is the story of the Last Supper, 
in the course of which Jesus washes the feet of his disciples, 
then announces the treachery of Judas, the dispersal of his 
followers and the denial of Peter (xiii. 1-38). These incidents 
are followed by the Farewell Discourses (xiv. i-xvii. 26). 

Then come the various parts of the story of the Passion: 
the arrest (xviii. 1—11), the Jewish trial and the denial of 
Peter (xviii. 12-27), the trial before Pilate (xviii. 28-xix. 16), 
the crucifixion (xix. 17-30), the thrust with the spear (xix. 
31-37), and the burial (xix. 38-42). 

1 In vii. 53-viii. 11 is inserted the incident of the adulterous woman, which 
does not form part of the authentic text of the Gospel because it does not 
appear in the most ancient manuscripts. 
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Chapter xx forms the conclusion, with the stories of th( 
resurrection. First of all Mary Magdalene finds the tomt 
empty and hastens to tell Peter and the other disciple about 
it (xx. i-io); then Jesus shows himself to her (xx. 11-18). On 
the evening of the same day he shows himself to the apostles 
in the absence of Thomas (xx. 19-23), and eight days latei 
he shows himself to them again, Thomas being present this 
time (xx. 24-29). 

The Gospel finishes with a brief note in which the author 
declares that Jesus has accomplished many other miracles 
which are not narrated in this book, and that he himself has 
only written what he has in order that his readers may know 
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that, believing, 
they might have life in his name (xx. 30-31). 

In the appendix, which is constituted by chapter xxi, we 
find first of all the story of a manifestation of the Risen Lord 
on the shore of the Lake of Tiberias (xxi. 1-14); then the 
account of a conversation between Jesus and Peter, in which, 
three times in succession, he gives him a solemn charge to 
feed his sheep. In an appendix to this conversation the author 
shows that a saying of Jesus concerning the “beloved disciple” 
does not mean, as he thought it did, that the beloved disciple 
would not die (xxi. 15-23). Finally, the conclusion (in addition 
to the verse 24 of which we have already spoken) is formed 
by taking up with added emphasis one of the elements in the 
first conclusion (xx. 30): “There are also many other things 
which Jesus did, the which, if they should be written every 
one . . . even the world itself could not contain the books 
which should be written” (xxi. 25). 

In arranging his narrative thus John had no intention of 
following any chronological or geographical order in the life 
of Jesus, for, although the mention of various festivals may 
seem to constitute a framework, 1 it is a framework which 
remains empty and unused, for the events which take place 
between the festivals—which constitute the skeleton of the 
narrative—almost amount to nothing. 

Working on the assumption that the different episodes in 

1 The festivals are mentioned in stereotyped phrases which show the 
artificial character of the system. See ii. 13, v. 1, vi. 4, vii. 2, xi. 55. 
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the narrative are chosen to illustrate some dominant theme 
some critics have tried to discover a systematic plan in the 
Gospel. This theory has been developed with much ingenuity 
by critics like Holtzmann, Jean Reville, and Loisy. The inter¬ 
pretations which they propose sound quite probable if they 
are considered separately, but they contradict each other, and 
this shows that they are really artificial. 

The following observations will help us to gain some idea 
of the plan of the Fourth Gospel. 

(i) The idea of a progressive revelation during the ministry 
of Jesus is foreign to the mind of John. The declarations of 
John the Baptist already contain the whole essence of the 
Gospel. The Farewell Discourses of Jesus bear the promise of 
a future revelation which the disciples are not yet fit to receive, 
but no declarations more precise than the conversations with 
Nicodemus and the Samaritan woman. From the beginning 
of the book the principle of the necessity and the fruitfulness 
of the death of Christ is explicitly stated. 

(ii) Further, in this book there is no idea of any development 
in the faith of the disciples 1 or of a growing hostility on the 
part of the Jews. 2 

(iii) The evangelist is not concerned with questions of narra¬ 
tive. His stories only contain a minimum of concrete features. 
The centre of gravity is not in the facts, but in the words to 
which they serve as the framework, and of which sometimes 
(the feeding of the multitudes, the healing of the man born 
blind, the raising of Lazarus) they are an allegorical expression. 
The only feature in the tradition about John which has been 
preserved in the incidents in chapter i relating to John the 
Baptist (evidently drawn from the same source as those in 
the Synoptic Gospels) is that which reports a testimony given 
by him to the Messiah. 

(iv) Some elements which obviously belong to each other 
very closely are dissociated and separated by sections belonging 

1 From the beginning, at the word of John the Baptist, they leave their 
master to follow Jesus. 

2 According to John, Jesus dies at the time appointed for him by God; 
until that hour all the attempts of the Jews against him were futile (v. 18, 
vii. 19 ff., 30, 44, viii. 20, 59, x. 31, 39). Thus it is not an increase in the 
hatred of the Jews which provokes the final scene in the tragedy. 
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to a quite different tradition. The miracle at Cana (ii. 1-12) 
and that at Capernaum (iv. 43-54) which certainly belong 
to the same tradition 1 are separated by an incident which 
belongs to an earlier journey of Jesus to Jerusalem, to his visit 
to John the Baptist and his return by way of Samaria. 

(v) The connexion between the incidents is most unsatis¬ 
factory. At the close of chapter v, for instance, Jesus is in 
Jerusalem. Without any conclusion or suggestion of a tran¬ 
sition chapter vi begins thus: “After these things Jesus went 
over the Sea of Galilee, which is the Sea of Tiberias. 55 Thus 
chapter vi is simply placed alongside of, but not connected 
with, chapter v. 2 

Chapter ix (the healing of the man born blind) falls into 
the same category. At the end of chapter viii we are told 
how on the last day of the Feast of Tabernacles, after an 
attempt had been made to arrest Jesus, he escapes in order 
to avoid being stoned. The narrative of chapter ix begins 
thus: “And as Jesus passed by he saw a man which was blind 
from his birth, 55 with no explanation of the manner in which 
the dangers which threatened Jesus have been dispelled. 
Chapter ix ends with a word addressed by Jesus to the blind 
who think they can see. This shows that Jesus is surrounded 
by enemies. Chapter x opens—without any introduction— 
with the parable of the Good Shepherd, in which Jesus is 
speaking to his disciples. 

These considerations lead us to believe that the Fourth 
Gospel is a collection of independent incidents, 3 selected in 

1 In ii. 1-12, and iv. 43-54, Cana is the centre of the activity of Jesus, 
and Capernaum takes a second place. The miracles mentioned in the two 
accounts are given as the first and the second, which proves that these two 
sections were written by someone who knew nothing of the miracles which 
had been worked in Jerusalem to which allusion is made in iv. 45. The 
matter introduced between the two Galilean fragments is composed of 
very dissimilar elements (cf. Intr., II, pp. 271 ff.). 

2 It is, of course, true that some critics have suggested inverting the order 
of chapters v and vi, but this hypothesis is not supported by any reliable 
evidence. Also it would introduce another difficulty, for the connexion 
between chapter v and chapter vii would be no more satisfactory than 
that between chapter v and chapter vi. 

3 This independence is confirmed by the fact that often an idea which is 
expressed in an incident is expressed anew in a second incident and some¬ 
times in a third without any allusion to what has already been said. This 
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order to throw light on various aspects of Christian truth. 
It is a series of meditations on the Gospel story, set in a frame¬ 
work composed of narratives relating to John the Baptist and 
the story of the Passion. 

The attempt, therefore, to discover a history of the life of 
Jesus in the Johannine Gospel is due to a misunderstanding 
of the nature of this Gospel. 

The historical value of John’s narrative does not lie in its 
framework nor in its general construction, but in the tradi¬ 
tional material which it has used. In my opinion, we can, to 
a very large extent, recognize and reconstruct the sources or 
some of the sources of the Gospel, in spite of alterations, 
adaptations, and additions which the evangelist introduced 
in order to make them useful for his purpose, which was that 
of the edification of his readers and the strengthening of their 
faith, not that of instruction in the actual facts of the life of 
Jesus, nor to satisfy an historical curiosity which did not exist 
when he wrote. 

Appendix.—The Apocryphal Gospels 

A priori the historian should recognize no difference between 
the Canonical and the Apocryphal Gospels. He must admit, 
however, that an actual difference between them does exist. 
The Apocryphal Gospels are of no direct use at all for the 
history of Jesus, but if we examine them carefully, tendencies 
which determine the development of the Gospel tradition 
will emerge enlarged and defined, as clearly as though they 
had been placed under a magnifying glass. 

The Apocryphal Gospels fall into two groups: those which 
date from the period before the middle of the second century, 
that is to say before the canon of the four Gospels was complete, 
and those which were composed after that date. The former 
were, in certain circles, rivals of the Canonical Gospels. The 
others were either the gospels of certain sects, obvious adap- 

can be seen in the following instances: the theme of the living water 
(iv. 4-42, vii. 37 ff.), of the idea of judgment (iii. 19, v. 22-30, viii. 16, 
xii. 31), Jesus the light of the world (viii. 12, ix. 1 ff.), the witness of Jesus 
and the witness rendered to him by God (iii. 11, 32, v. 31-39, viii. 13-18), 
etc. 
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tations of tradition to fit their own particular tenets, or 
embroideries on the main web of some sections of the Canonical 
Gospels; they did not wish to replace them, but rather to 
supplement them on points where they did not entirely satisfy 
either the curiosity or the imagination of the faithful (espe¬ 
cially about the birth and childhood of Jesus and the story 
of the Passion). The Apocryphal Gospels of the former group 
are the only ones which are of any value at all; but only a 
few rare fragments of these have been preserved. 

When we examine them closely we see that their source is 
the same as that of the tradition behind the Canonical Gospels, 
more or less altered and perverted by the influence of pre¬ 
conceived ideas, usually very easy to discern. 

A few instances from the ancient Apocryphal Gospels will be 
sufficient to illustrate this point. 1 

A primary group is constituted by that which Saint Jerome 
calls the hebraicum or the evangelium hebraicum . 2 He says that 
he found a copy in the library at Caesarea and that he trans¬ 
lated it from Aramaic into Greek and Latin for his own personal 
use. He quotes from it several times, but under different titles. If 
we compare the various passages in which he mentions it, and 
his testimony, with that which we know from other sources, 
and above all with the fragments which we possess 3 we see 
that to identify the Gospel of the Hebrews either—on the one 
hand, with the original of Matthew, or, on the other, with 
the Gospel of the Ebionites or of the Twelve Apostles and the 
Gospel of the Nazarenes—is only an ill-founded conjecture. 
Of the four documents of which he speaks Jerome had known 
only one, the Gospel of the Hebrews. The idea of an Aramaic 

1 On the Apocryphal Gospels, see Neutest. Ap. und Handb. z- d. neutest. Ap. 
Puech: Histoire de la litterature grecque chretienne, Paris, 1928, I, pp. 157-174. 
In these works the reader will find all the necessary bibliographical in¬ 
formation. 

2 For this Gospel, or, rather, for this group of Gospels, see Jean-Baptiste, 
pp. 163-170. 

3 They have often been collected, especially by Nestle (Novi Testamenti 
graeci supplementum , Leipzig, 1896, pp. 75-81), Preuschen (Antilegomena. 
Die Reste der ausserkanonischen Evangelien, Giessen, 1901, pp. 2-11, German 
translation, pp. 106-112), and E. Klostermann ( Apokrypha II, Evangelien, 
Bonn, 1904, in the Kleine Texte of Lietzmann, No. 8). 
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original of Matthew is only a hypothesis suggested by the 
evidence of Papias, 1 evidence which should be regarded with 
great caution, and, if it has any value at all, it can only be 
applied to one of the sources of the First Gospel and not to 
this Gospel itself. 2 The Gospel of the Ebionites, or of the 
Twelve Apostles, which was used by the Christians who spoke 
Aramaic, must have had an original text in Greek. 3 The 
fragments which we know reveal an evident dependence upon 
the Synoptic Gospels and especially on that of Matthew. It 
seems to have been composed during the second half of the 
second century. 

Origen attributed a certain authority to the Gospel of the 
Hebrews which was used equally by the Christians who spoke 
Aramaic but which, in contrast to the Gospel of the Ebionites 
or of the Twelve Apostles, was certainly composed in Aramaic. 4 
On one single point, the word mahar (of the coming day) by 
which the word emovatov (whose exact meaning is unknown, 
and which is generally rendered by “daily”) is translated in 
the Lord’s Prayer, suggests a conjecture that the Gospel of 
the Hebrews might contain, not something primitive referring 
to the Synoptic tradition, but a translation of an obscure Greek 
expression inspired by knowledge of Aramaic.5 The Gospel 
of the Hebrews would necessarily have been of the Synoptic 
type if it were the original of Matthew. It was, however, 
shorter 6 than Matthew, although it contained several incidents 
which were not in the canonical Gospel. The Gospel of the 
Hebrews seems to have been written in the first half, possibly 
even at the beginning of the second century. 

The Gospel of the Nazarenes, according to the works of 
1 “Matthew wrote in Hebrew (Aramaic) the words of the Lord, and each 
man interpreted them as he could.” Passage preserved by Eusebius (Eccl. 
Hist., Ill, 39). 

3 Intr., I, pp. 132 ff. 

3 Because of the substitution of eyKpidrjs (fritters) for aKpuyyjg (locusts), 
in the account of John the Baptist. 

4 This comes from the fact that the Holy Spirit (the Hebrew word rouah 
is feminine) is represented as the mother of Jesus. 

5 We must also consider a possible hypothesis that the translation mahar 
may be a simple conjecture like all the other interpretations which have 
been made of imovaiov . 

6 According to the Stichometry of Nicephorus it had only 2,200 lines, 
whereas there were 2,500 in Matthew. 
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Schmidtke, 1 seems to have been simply a translation of the 
Gospel of Matthew, a rather free translation in the style of 
the Targums. 

Only a few fragments remain of the Gospel of the Egyptians 
which may not have been composed until the second half of 
the second century; it seems to have been used in a group 
which had Gnostic tendencies; in spite of the very great 
obscurity of these fragments which remain it is possible to dis¬ 
tinguish fairly clearly a decided tendency towards asceticism. 

Among the Apocryphal Gospels Origen mentions the existence 
of a Gospel of Peter, but he gives no further indications which 
would enable us to describe it. Eusebius (Eccl., Hist . VI. xii. 
2-6) reports that at the end of the second century Bishop 
Serapion of Antioch 2 discovered that the faithful belonging 
to a little church in his diocese, Rhossos, used this Gospel. 
At first he allowed them to continue this practice; then, having 
examined the Gospel more closely he discovered that it had 
a docetic tendency, and he forbade the Christians to read it. 
Eusebius, Jerome, and the decretal of Gclasian place the 
Gospel of Peter among those which should be rejected, but 
they give no precise description of it. In the winter of 1886- 
1887 there was discovered in the tomb of a monk at Akhmin 
in Upper Egypt a manuscript containing a fragment of a 
Gospel which critics were able to identify without any hesi¬ 
tation as that of Peter. The story is told by Peter in the name 
of the Twelve; he begins at the point where Jesus has just 
been condemned to death (by Herod and not by Pilate); he 
tells of the execution, the burial, and the resurrection ofjesus, 
and ends with an incomplete phrase which one might guess 
had served as an introduction to a narrative of the appearance 
of the Risen Lord on the shore of the Lake of Galilee, a story 
consequently very like that at the beginning of chapter xxi 
in John. 

It is certain that the Gospel of Peter is based upon the 
Canonical Gospels, although it may not be impossible that on 
some point of detail the author may have used some secondary 

1 Neue Fragmeiite und Untersuchungen zu den judenchristliclien Evangelien ( T.U., 
III, R*> VII, 1), Leipzig, 1911. 

2 Serapion was Bishop of Antioch from 190 to 211. 
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source, either written or oral. But he does not confine himself 
to the reproduction of the Canonical Gospels; he develops and 
transposes their narratives in such a way as to accentuate the 
tendency (more exclusively than they do) to throw the respon¬ 
sibility for the death of Jesus # on the Jews. 

The Gospel of Peter was probably composed during the first 
half of the second century. 1 

Several writings which date from the second and third cen¬ 
turies contain more or less precise allusions to the Gospel story 
conceived sometimes a little differently from those in the 
Canonical Gospels. One meets in them also quotations of 
sayings of Jesus of which some are variants of those which 
we find in the canonical tradition, and of which others have 
no equivalent. These are called the Agrapha . 2 Each must be 
judged separately on its own merits. When we consider, how¬ 
ever (as we shall see in the next chapter), that tradition has 
acted not only as a force of preservation, but also as a force 
of transformation, adaptation, and even of creation, all sayings 
of this kind should be accepted with extreme caution, unless 
it can be proved that they are of comparatively early date. 
The sense of the necessity for this reserve is increased when 
we realize that each time that it is possible to verify a particular 
saying because a parallel canonical tradition is still in existence, 
we find that the extra-canonical data are only a tendentious 
perversion of the canonical data. This is enough for suspicion 
to be cast on the non-canonical tradition, and to make us 
decide that none but the material provided by the canonical 
Gospels can be used for the story of the life of Jesus. 

1 Among the Apocryphal Gospels we do not include either the Diatessaron 
of Tatian or the Gospel of Marcion. The former work is only a combination 
of the canonical Gospels, while the second is an adaptation of the Gospel 
of Luke to Marcionite ideas. There may well be in both these works some 
elements which are not in the canonical Gospels, but they are no more 
important in proportion than the variants which belong to one manuscript 
or another, to manuscript D, for example. 

2 On the Agrapha , see among others: Resch: Agrapha. Ausserkanonische 
Evangelienfragmente (T.U., V, 4), Leipzig, 1889, =1906. J. H. Ropes: Die 
Spriiche Jesu die in den kanonischen Evangelien nicht Uberliefert sind ( T. £/., XIV, 2), 
Leipzig, 1898. Neut. Ap. } pp. 32 ff. A French translation of the principal 
agrapha is given by E. Besson : Les Logia agrapha. Paroles du Christ qui ne se 
trouvent pas dans les fivangiles canoniques , Bihorel-lez-Rouen, 1923. 


CHAPTER V 


THE GOSPEL TRADITION 


I. The Problem of Tradition 

The conclusions at which we arrived in the preceding chapter 
make it possible to formulate the problem which the Gospels 
present to the historian of the life of Jesus. He is not called 
upon to decide on their evidence as a whole, but to determine 
the value of each of the narratives which they contain, and, 
if possible, to get behind their present form to one which is 
older still. No incident can be judged on its merits alone, 
isolated from all those with which it is connected and without 
consideration for the stage of tradition to which it corresponds. 
This constitutes a factor of appreciation which is of the highest 
importance. 

Perhaps before we try to estimate some of the general 
features in the development of the Gospel tradition it will be 
useful to define more closely the sense in which we use the 
expression “tradition.” 

Tradition, as distinguished from written literature, means 
the preservation and transmission of stories by word of mouth. 
Essentially it is in constant movement. Psychological study of 
the evidence shows to what a great extent, in reporting what 
they have seen and heard, men are prone to be influenced by 
their temperament, their prejudices, their feelings, and their 
passions. Even when they transmit a story, they do not play 
a purely passive part, but, at the least, they colour what they 
transmit to others with the reflection of their own personality. 
At each stage therefore a tradition is shaped and moulded 
into something different. Two opposing forces are at work 
within it: one which tends towards preservation, and another 
which tends to transform what it hears into something different. 
Hence in order to realize what constitutes the history of a 
tradition it is necessary to distinguish within it, as carefully as 
possible, the various stages through which it has passed, in 
order to be able to follow the transformations and perversions 
which have taken place in the narrative, and to be able to 
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discern those which, even if not the most primitive, are at 
least the most ancient. 

By primitive tradition we mean the earliest record of the 
events in question, that is, therefore, a record which, even if 
it does not correspond absolutely to what took place—for the 
direct evidence itself needs to be criticized—is at least very 
near to the facts. 

A full and detailed history of the Gospel tradition would be 
a very lengthy work, needing the labours of several generations 
and the collaboration of critics, historians, psychologists, socio¬ 
logists, and students of folklore. At present it is only possible 
to note some general features in its development by comparing 
the most ancient form of the tradition which we know (Mark) 
with the later forms (Matthew, Luke, John, and in certain 
instances the Apocryphal tradition). 

However important the facts may be which we can thus 
bring to light, they do not permit us to lay down absolute 
general rules; even though we may supplement and illuminate 
the facts of the Gospel tradition by the aid of those which we 
find in other realms, we are still unable to construct what 
Martin Dibelius calls a Biologie der Sage . 1 

The Gospel tradition possesses certain features peculiar to 
itself 2 3 which do not belong, at least not in the same degree, to 
the traditions with which people have claimed they should 
be compared. Further, if we look into the matter very closely 
we see that, in the proper sense of the word, there are no laws 
of evolution in tradition but simply some facts of a more or 
less general character .3 


1 Dibelius: Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums , Tubingen, 1919, p. 1. This 
idea, which has been suggested by the works of Gunkel on the traditions 
of Genesis, was formulated for the first time by Bousset ( Kyrios Christos , 
Gottingen, 1913, p. 41, n. 5; *1921, p. 33, n. 3). 

1 For instance, from the very beginning it was religious in scope and in 
interest, and then it became fixed in writing while it was still quite young, 
instead of waiting for centuries, as one often has to do in other cases. 

3 Possibly it will be useful to give an example at this point. The critics of 
the formgeschichtliche Schule claim to illuminate the evolution of the Gospel 
tradition by the laws of the evolution of epic legends which have been 
formulated by Olrik (Die epischen Gesetze der Volksdichtung, f. deutsches 
Altertum , 1909, pp. 1 ff.). One of these laws is that intensity is revealed by 
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The development of the Gospel tradition seems to be 
dominated by certain general tendencies, particularly by 
that of the grouping of incidents which were originally inde¬ 
pendent of one another. Sometimes, however, the evolution 
has been in the inverse order and cycles of tradition which 
were organic in character have been dissociated. Two instances 
from the Gospel of Mark will suffice to prove this point. The 
words with which (in Mark iii. 6) the series of conflicts between 
Jesus and the representatives of the Jewish religious tradition 
closes, reports a discussion of the Pharisees and the Herodians, 
who “took counsel together how they might kill him” (iii. 6). 
This certainly comes from a tradition in which the Galilean 
authorities are represented as directly influencing the course 
of events, and which Mark did not use again. The words 
“after six days” with which the story of the Transfiguration 
begins (ix. 2) shows that originally this episode was part of a 
series of stories enclosed within a compact chronological frame¬ 
work. Mark has not reproduced these narratives, at least not 
at this point. 

To interpret the development of the Gospel tradition by 
the general laws which govern the evolution of popular 
traditions is a method which should only be used with great 
caution. Above all we should guard against the temptation 
of making conjectures based on these laws about facts which 
we have not directly observed. 

The same care should be exercised in using the argument 
which claims that the development of the Gospel tradition 


repetition (a double feeding of the multitudes in Mark and Matthew, 
a triple denial of Peter, triple prayer in Gethsemane, triple account of 
Paul’s conversion in the book of the Acts, etc.). But other reasons may 
operate besides that of underlining the importance of an episode. The reason 
why Mark dealt with two stories of the feeding of the multitudes is probably 
because he was dealing with two parallel traditions and did not realize 
that he was here confronted with two pictures of the same incident. On 
the other hand, he may have given intensity to the scene in Gethsemane 
by repeating the triple prayer of Jesus, but Luke, who desires to attain the 
same end, uses quite different methods. He has suppressed the two last 
prayers of which he knew from Mark, but, by speaking of the “bloody 
sweat” and the intervention of the angel he placed the incident in the highest 
possible category. 
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is due to the influence of the cultus. 1 Those who follow this 
line of argument try to explain something which is imperfectly 
known by something which is absolutely unknown, for we 
know nothing at all about the form of Christian worship which 
was in use at the time when the Gospels were composed. 
Further, although there certainly is some connexion between 
the Gospel records and the cultus, we have no right to inter¬ 
pret this fact exclusively in the sense of the influence of the 
cultus on the records; we must also take into account the 
influence of the records—and, still more, of the facts which 
they report—upon the cultus itself. 

While there may be some use in comparing the Gospel tradi¬ 
tion with certain similar traditions found in the Jewish and 
Greek world, we must always remember that a comparison 
is not an explanation, and an analogy is not the equivalent 
of a genealogy. The form of certain aphorisms may have been 
borrowed by Jesus from the Jewish maschal as it occurs in the 
Wisdom literature, but this does not give us the right to 
conclude that these aphorisms are actually derived from the 
Jewish Wisdom literature. As for the analogies which have 
been pointed out between the accounts of the miracles of the 
New Testament and certain similar stories, Jewish or Greek, 
they are striking, it is true, but their significance is nil, because 
they are due simply to the nature of the facts. 2 

One method alone enables us to discern the real nature of 
the development of the Gospel tradition, and that is to make 
a careful analysis of the parallel narratives and then try to 
discover the reason for the changes which have been intro¬ 
duced into the t£xt. By means of this method it is possible to 
disengage and bring to light certain general tendencies in the 
development of the tradition. 


1 See the book by Bertram : Die Leidensgeschichte Jesu und der Christuskult , 
Gottingen, 1922. 

2 The most interesting point which emerges from the comparative study 
of these phenomnea is the existence of a common mental atmosphere. 
In the light of these discoveries we realize that the miraculous incidents 
in the Gospel story did not seem so amazing to the readers of those days 
as they do to those of the twentieth century. 
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If we could complete this analysis with a synthesis something 
very valuable would have been accomplished. The formge - 
schichtliche Schule has tried to do this by classifying the Gospel 
stories in types corresponding to the diverse functions in the 
life of the Church, such as catechizing, preaching, moral 
exhortation, controversy, apologetics, etc. This school of 
thought suggests that it was the appearance and development 
of these diverse functions which determined the character of 
the corresponding stories. 

This method, which at first sight looks attractive, proves to 
be very arbitrary. A complete classification of types is impos¬ 
sible; 1 it can only be done by making a series of abstractions 
which are based upon one simple formula. In reality, there 
are only what Dibelius has called mixed forms (Mischformen ), 
that is to say, sections which combine the characteristic 
features of different types. While this is a legitimate and useful 
method of work, the classification of the material of the Gospel 
story in distinct types is dangerous and false if it claims to be 
the expression of the Gospel tradition, and is used as a method 
of reconstructing its history. 

Even if it were legitimate to assume as a fact that there is 
a connexion between certain sections in the Gospel records, 
or certain groups of sections, and some particular function in 
the life of the Church, it would be wrong to conclude from 
this that the function has created the organ, that it was the 
needs of the work of catechizing, of preaching, or of public 
worship which determined the appearance of the material 
utilized by them which have given them their structure and 
their present shape. It is possible that in the cultus there may 
have been, not creation, but adaptation and utilization of 
some elements in the Gospel tradition for the needs of the life 
of the Church. If this be true, the material for the composition 
of the Gospels may have been influenced to some extent in 
its form by the uses to which they were put, but this does not 

1 We do not want to make capital out of the fact that those which have 
been proposed by Dibelius (Formgeschichte) on the one hand, and by 
Bultmann (Geschichtedersynoptischen Tradition , Gottingen, 1921), M931, on the 
other, are far from agreement with each other, for that might be explained 
by saying that at a first attempt it would be impossible to attain entirely 
satisfactory results. 
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explain the creation of the Gospels themselves. That this line 
of argument is right is proved by the fact that this adaptation 
was a gradual process. It is more complete in the later than 
in the earlier form.' of tradition. One example, taken from 
amongst many, will be sufficient to prove this: Matthew, in 
the instructions given by Jesus to the Twelve whom he is 
sending out on their Mission, has preserved this exhortation: 
“Go not into the way of the Gentiles, and into any city of the 
Samaritans enter ye not” (Matt. x. 5). Neither Mark nor 
Luke have preserved this injunction, which is not in agree¬ 
ment with the most primitive practice of the Early Church, 
since missionary work in Samaria and pagan territory dates 
from the very earliest days of Christianity. This principle is 
not in harmony with the ideas of Matthew himself, who 
records the instruction of Jesus to his disciples after he was 
risen: “Go, make disciples of all the nations” (xxviii. 19). 
Hence Matthew was here reproducing a very ancient element 
in the tradition of the Logia without adapting it to the needs 
of the Church of his day. Neither Mark nor Luke have recorded 
this saying in their accounts of the sending of the Twelve on 
their first Mission. 

Comparison of the Gospel narratives may serve as a point of 
departure for the whole work of research into the question of 
the development of the Gospel tradition: but its results are 
not permanent or satisfying. In the endeavour to distinguish 
the historical elements in the Gospel story the method of 
subtraction will not suffice; in other words, it is not enough 
simply to eliminate details or episodes which have been added 
later, such as, to take some rather crude examples, the dream 
of Pilate’s wife, or the scene of Pilate washing his hands in 
order to throw the responsibility for the death of Jesus upon 
the Jews (Matt, xxvii. 19, 24-25). The forces which determined 
the development of the tradition did not begin to operate 
only after the Gospel of Mark had been composed. We would 
also need to eliminate the elements contained in the very 
earliest record which are their product, and also—at least if 
we wish to retain only that material of which we are absolutely 
sure—those to which any suspicion of non-authenticity may 
be attached. 
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II. The Development of the Tradition in the 
Synoptic Gospels 

When we compare the three Synoptic Gospels with each 
other 1 we note certain modifications which have made the 
story more coherent, and sometimes more restrained, by the 
elimination of details which were considered superfluous or 
which had become unintelligible or devoid of interest for 
readers remote both in time and space from the setting of the 
Gospel story. For example, Matthew and Luke do not repro¬ 
duce exactly what Mark says (iii. 6) about a consultation of 
the Pharisees and the Herodians against Jesus, a council which 
plays no part in the rest of the narrative. Matthew (xii. 14) 
modifies the statement by omitting the mention of the 
Herodians. Luke (vi. 11) transforms it still more by not men¬ 
tioning the intention to kill Jesus; he says that they “communed 
one with another what they might do to Jesus.” 

Mark (iii. 22) reports the accusation brought against Jesus: 
that he cast our demons by Beelzebub, without telling the 
story of the healing of the demoniac. Matthew (xii. 22-23) 
and Luke (xi. 14) have filled in this gap, and the fact that 
the accounts they give are independent of each other prove 
that they have not reproduced a primitive form of the 
tradition which Mark is supposed to have mutilated, but that 
they have either created, or taken from some other source, 
the material they needed to make the story more convincing 
and logical. 

Mark (xv. 2) and Matthew (xxvii. 11) represent Jesus being 
questioned by Pilate ex abrupto , without mentioning the accusa- 

1 With reference to this comparison we must note that if literary criticism 
has decided, in a way which can be considered conclusive, that the Gospel 
of Mark is earlier than those of Matthew and Luke, this does not mean 
that whenever a word or an incident is reported by all three evangelists 
the most ancient form is always found in Mark. One evangelist may have 
reproduced material from a very ancient source more correctly than 
another, who may have written some time before him. We ought also to 
take into account the fact that the Gospel of Mark, in its present form, 
has certainly been retouched several times by those who recopied it one 
after another. So far as the elements of the Logia reproduced by Matthew 
and by Luke are concerned, we may state that it is sometimes one and 
sometimes the other whose rendering is most ancient. 
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tions which have been brought against him. Luke (xxiii. 2) 
explicitly mentions these accusations. 

Many of the corrections make the narrative clearer by replacing 
an ambiguous expression by one which is more precise. For 
instance: when Jesus arrives at the house of Peter’s wife’s 
mother, Mark says: “they tell him of her” (i. 30) which may 
mean that they asked him to do something for her or more 
simply, that they explained to him that she was ill and could 
not come out to welcome him. (Luke iv. 38) reads: “they 
besought him for her.” In the incident of the feast given to 
the publicans, Mark (ii. 15) and Matthew (ix. 10) use an 
expression which leaves it uncertain whether the feast took 
place in the house of Levi or in that of Peter, where Jesus 
seems to have been staying. Luke (v. 29) says: “Levi made 
him a great feast in his own house.” 

In the story of Peter’s denial, where we read in Mark (xiv. 
70) and Luke (xxii. 59) that someone says to the apostle: 
“Thou art a Galilean,” Matthew (xxvi. 73) adds: “for thy 
speech bewrayeth thee.” 

In the secondary Gospels details which are contradictory or 
difficult to understand have disappeared. In the section on 
the dangers of riches, Mark, after having enumerated the good 
things which the disciples will receive in compensation for 
those which they have renounced, adds these significant words: 
“with persecutions” (x. 30). 1 In Matthew and Luke these 
words are omitted. 

Mark (xiv. 2) and Matthew (xxvi. 5) suggest that the Jews 
did not want to kill Jesus on the feast-day. Luke, quite rightly, 
evidently thought it strange that after this remark Jesus should 
die during the Passover festival, although nothing is said about 
the reason for the alteration in their plans. He therefore omits 
this detail. 2 

Obvious errors in previous accounts are sometimes sup- 

> For the meaning of this phrase see my article: “Avec des persecutions ,” 
R.h.p.r., VIII, 1928, pp. 264-277. 

1 He evidently knew the text of Mark because he has retained a relic 
which does not fit in with the context: “for they feared the people” 
(xxii. 2). 
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pressed. Mark (ii. 26) places the incident of the eating of the 
shewbread by David “under the high-priest Abiathar.” 
According to Samuel xxi. 1-6, the incident took place in the 
time of Ahimelech, the father of Abiathar. Neither Luke nor 
Matthew have the words “under the high-priest Abiathar. 5 ’ 
Likewise they replace the inexact expression “king Herod” 
of Mark vi. 14 by the correct formula: “Herod the Tetrarch 
(Matt. xiv. 1; Luke ix. 17). 

Other details have been omitted doubtless because they are 
regarded as deficient in interest. For instance, in the story of 
the stilling of the storm, Mark alone reports that Jesus was 
sleeping “in the hinder part of the ship ... on a pillow” 
(iv. 38). He alone, in telling the story of Peter’s denial, says 
that Peter was warming himself (xiv. 54). 

Sometimes details have been omitted because they are no 
longer understood, or have lost their point, as, for example, 
the name of Boanerges given to James and John, according 
to Mark (iii. 17); the detail of the young man who fled naked 
at the moment that Jesus was arrested (Mark xiv. 51-52), 
and the names of Alexander and Rufus, sons of Simon of 
Cyrene (Mark xv. 21). 

The fact that Matthew and Luke omit certain Aramaic 
terms which are found in Mark (v. 41, vii. 11, x. 51, xiv. 36) 
belongs to the same category. 

In some instances details have been added in order to 
strengthen the story. Thus, according to Luke (xvii. 4) Jesus 
says that his disciples ought to pardon a man seven times a 
day if he repents seven times. Matthew (xviii. 21-22) does 
not speak of seven times but of seventy times seven. It is true 
that he is not speaking of offences committed upon the same 
day. 1 After his denial Peter “weeps,” according to Mark 
(xiv. 72). According to Matthew (xxvi. 75) and Luke (xxii. 62) 
he “weeps bitterly.” To the darkness and the rending of 
the veil of the Temple of which Mark speaks (xv. 33. 38) 
and Luke (xxiii. 44-45), Matthew (xxvii. 51-53) adds that 
there was an earthquake, that the rocks were rent, that 

1 The Gospel of the Nazarenes accentuates this point still further by 
combining Matthew and Luke. He speaks of forgiving seventy times seven 
in one day. (A fragment quoted by Jerome, C. Pesl. , III, 2.) 
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the graves were opened, and the dead that were in them 
arose. 1 

Luke dramatizes the dispute about precedence by placing 
it during the Last Supper (xxii. 24-30), whereas in Mark 
(x. 42-45) and in Matthew (xx. 25-28) it is an isolated incident. 

We see sometimes how a saying serves as the point of depar¬ 
ture for the construction of a story. Thus Luke (xxii. 27) 
reports the saying on service by placing it in the setting of a 
meal; this was not the case in Mark (x. 44) and Matthew 
(xx. 27). John goes further still, and transforms the saying 
into a gesture. Jesus takes upon himself the office of a servant 
by washing the feet of his disciples (John xiii. 4-11). 

As the tradition developed it emphasized increasingly the 
importance of the teaching of Jesus. This was achieved in 
many ways; for example, by detaching certain sayings from 
the particular circumstances which had suggested them. The 
saying on divorce which in Mark (x. 11-12) and in Matthew 
(xix. 9) is a reply to the question: “What are the reasons 
which justify a man in repudiating his wife?” in the Sermon 
on the Mount (Matt. v. 32; Luke xvi. 18) has become a 
general axiom. The Lord’s Prayer, which in Luke (xi. 1-4) 
is the response of Jesus to his disciples to their request for 
teaching on prayer, becomes a theoretical subject in Matthew 
(vi. 9-13). 

Many of the modifications which we can discover are con¬ 
nected with the development of Christological ideas. 2 

In the conclusion of the story of Jesus walking upon the 
water Mark has: “and they were sore amazed in themselves 
beyond measure and wondered. For they considered not the 
miracle of the loaves, for their heart was hardened” (vi. 51-52)* 
Matthew here introduces a definite Messianic confession: “Then 
they that were in the ship came and worshipped him, saying, 
Of a truth thou art the Son of God” (xiv. 33). 

1 It is by a development of the same kind that the Gospel of the Nazarenes 
(according to Jerome, Ep., 120,8 ad Hedibiam ; in Matt, xxvii. 51) says that 
the superliminare (i.e. the lintel of the door) of the Temple, which was mirae 
magnitudinis , was broken. 

1 The most typical instance is that of the development of the account of the 
Baptism of Jesus. We have studied it in detail elsewhere (Jean-Bap tiste, 
pp. 142 ff.). 
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In the story of the stilling of the storm the cry of distress 
which Mark reports: “Master! carest thou not that we perish?” 
(iv. 38) is changed by Matthew into a cry for help: “Lord! 
save us! we perish!” (viii. 25). 

Mark’s story contains many touches which attribute human 
emotion to Jesus. These are usually omitted by Matthew and 
Luke, as though their aim were to represent Jesus as always 
divinely serene and unmoved. In the story of the healing of 
the man with the withered hand Mark has this touch: “And 
when he had looked round about on them with anger, being 
grieved for the hardness of their hearts, he said . . .”(iii. 5). 
Matthew has: “then he saith” (xii. 13) and Luke: “and 
looking round about upon them all, he saith . . .” (vi. 10). 

Mark represents Jesus as indignant with those who hinder 
the mothers from bringing their children to him; his attitude 
towards these little ones is full of human tenderness; he takes 
them in his arms (x. 13-16). These two features are absent 
from the record of Matthew and Luke. 

Mark (xv. 34) and Matthew (xxvii. 46), place a cry of despair 
in the mouth of Jesus at the moment of death: “My God! 
My God! Why hast Thou forsaken Me?” Luke (xxiii. 46) 
replaces this with a word of confidence: “Father, into Thy 
hands I commend my spirit,” and John by a word which 
may be interpreted as a cry of victory: “It is finished!” 1 
(xix. 30). 

Luke evidently thinks it impossible that the prayer of Jesus 
in Gethsemane should have no answer, so he introduces the 
angel who strengthens Jesus (xxii. 43). John does not wish to 
believe that Jesus ever suffered the Agony in Gethsemane, 
and he has transposed the incident. At the moment when 
the Passion is about to begin, Jesus says: “Now is my soul 
troubled, and what shall I say: ‘Father save me from 
this hour?’ but for this cause came I unto this hour! 
‘Father glorify Thy Name.’ Then came there a voice from 

1 TeziAearat might mean, it is true, “It is the end = I am dying,” but, 
on account of xix. 28 (Jesus, seeing that all was accomplished, and that 
the Scripture might be fulfilled, said “I thirst”), I believe that John means 
TerdAeazai in the sense of: “The redeeming work is accomplished.” 
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heaven 1 saying, I have both glorified it and will glorify it 
again.” And Jesus takes care to add: “This voice came not 
because of me, but for your sakes” (xii. 27-30). 

The precise form adopted in the Synoptic Gospels for the 
threefold prophecy of the sufferings, death and resurrection 
of the Son of Man (Mark viii. 31-32, ix. 30-32, x. 32-34) is 
also due to the influence of Christological ideas. Luke has 
preserved this saying: “For as the lightning, that lighteneth 
out of the one part under heaven, shineth unto the other part 
under heaven; so shall also the Son of Man be in his day. 
But first must he suffer many things, and be rejected of this 
generation” (xvii. 24—25)- This is certainly older than the 
triple prophecy, since, in opposition to the ideas of primitive 
Christianity, suffering and rejection are mentioned, but not 
death, and there is no hint of the idea of resurrection. 

The heightened emphasis upon the miraculous element, which 
is one of the most striking points in the development of the 
Gospel tradition, is a rather special form of the influence of 
Christological ideas. 

Certain features which seem to indicate a limitation of the 
miraculous power of Jesus have been omitted. Thus Luke 
alone says at the beginning of the story of the healing of the 
paralytic: “The power of the Lord was present to heal 
(v. 17), which implies that there were moments when Jesus 
was without this help. 

The episode of Jesus at Nazareth terminates in Mark (vi. 5-6) 
with a phrase whose confused construction and fundamental 
inconsistency show that it contains an overloaded text : Kal ovk 
iSvvaro exel -rro^oai ovSepilav Swap.LV, el p.r, oAi'yoi? dppwoTois 
imdels tos yeipay edepairevoev. Kal eOavp-aoev Sid rt)V dmorlav 
avTwv, that is to say, translating word for word : “and he 
could there do no miracle, save that having laid his hands on 
a few sick folk, he healed them; and he was amazed at their 
unbelief.” In the parallel passage, Matthew has (xiii. 58): Kal 
ovk inolr/aev Svvapeis -rroAAdj Sid rrjv dmorlav avrcov, “and he 
could not work many miracles there because of their unbelief.” 
The comparison between these two passages allows us to con¬ 
jecture that in its primitive form the episode may have con- 
1 This is the incident of the angel in Luke in another form. 
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eluded thus: Kai ovk eSwaro eKel rroirjcraL ov Sejuav Svvafj.iv Sia 
rr/v dmariav avrwv, “and he could do no miracle there because 
of their unbelief.” But to Mark, as to Matthew, it seemed im¬ 
possible to imagine that Jesus was ever in a position in which 
it was impossible to work a miracle. Mark has introduced some 
incidents of healings due to the laying on of his hands, and, as 
the words 8 la rijv dmtrrlav “because of their unbelief” seemed to 
have no connexion with the rest of the passage, he has intro¬ 
duced, rather awkwardly, the words K al idav/Mocrev “and he 
was amazed.” Matthew went further and confined himself to 
saying that Jesus did not work many miracles there, which 
implies that this was not because he could not, but because he 
judged it wiser not to do so. 1 

The story of the daughter of Jairus allows us to see the 
complete development of a story of this kind. In Mark, Jairus 
says to Jesus that his daughter is at the point of death (v. 23) 
While he is on the way to the house word is brought that 
she has died (v. 35). Jesus therefore did not set out in order 
to raise her from the dead. In Matthew (ix. 18) and Luke 
(viii. 42) the little girl has died when the father comes to ask 
lor the help of Jesus, but this feature in the story cannot be 
primitive, since, in viii. 49 Luke says that while Jesus is on 
the road, the announcement is brought that she is dead. 

L has often been noted that two accounts of healings in 
Mark have not been repeated in Matthew or Luke. These are 
the healing of a deaf-mute (vii. 31-37) and that of the blind 
man at Bethsaida (viii. 22-26). These two healings are highly 
specialized in character. Jesus does not act by words but by 
gestures, and there is something slow and laborious about 
them. H seems likely that because they were not in agreement 
with the idea of the direct and immediate power of the word 
ol Jesus that the later evangelists left them out. 

The conviction of the Christians that Jesus was the Messiah 
led them to conceive his history in terms of the fulfilment of 
prophecy and to search the Old Testament for all that could 
confirm this conviction and illustrate the connexion between 
the words of prophecy and the Gospel story. In several instances 
etails have been introduced in order to show this agreement. 
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We are here confronted with a fact which needs to be examined, 
and, owing to the arguments which have been founde on 
this fact by certain modern mythologues we must try 

estimate its significance. 1 i 

In a number of incidents the agreement between the Gospel 
record and prophecy was only recognized later, at a stage 
which was clearly secondary in the development of the Christian 
tradition. Matthew in particular was very fond of discovering 
prophecies which anticipate the story of Jesus and in a number 
of incidents he introduces quotations from the Old Testament 
where there are none in the parallel stories in Mark or Luke 
(for example: viii. 16-17, xii. 15-21, xiii. 10-15, 34, 35)- 

Above all, it was felt to be most important that in the story 
of the Passion there should be clear evidence of the fulfilment 
of prophecy. This testimony was discovered mainly in the 
Psalms, especially in the twenty-second Psalm This Psalm 
describes the position of a just man, surrounded by enemies 
and cruelly ill-treated, who places all his trust in God. 1 
Christians who ret the Old Testament with the conviction 
that in it the story of Jesus was foreshadowed were not slow 
to recognize that what was said here could be applied with 
great force to Jesus, and they laid great stress on this coin¬ 
cidence, which, in their eyes, was providential. 1 

As the agreement between prophecy and histoiy was on > 
perceived later on, speaking generally, it was only gradually 
made more definite, and there are some cases in which it is 
possible to follow the progress of the process of assimilation, 
and to see how the agreement between prophecy and history 
which had not been noticed originally, was gradually evolved 
by the addition of certain details, and, finally, emphasized 
and clinched by a quotation. A typical instance occurs in the 

. On this point see J. de N., pp. .96 ff. For the subject as a whole cf. F. 
Nicolardot : Les precedes de redaction des trots premiers evangehstes, Pans, 190a, 
DD o6-qq K. Feigf.l : Der Einfiuss des Weissagungsbewetses und anderer Motive 
lufdie Leidensgeschichle, Tubingen, .9.0. K. Weidel: Studien uber den Etnjiuss 
des Weissagungsbeweises auf die evangeltsche Geschichte, St. u. hr, 1910, pp. , 

‘Theymighi equally Sell have quoted the passage in Plato (*«/>•,PP-« 
where the just man is persecuted, ill-treated, and finally crucified, f they 
had Lo J of it, and if the works of Plato had had the same value for 

them as the Old Testament. 
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case of the division of the garments of Jesus after he was 
crucified. 1 Here is another instance. Mark (xiv. io-ii) relates 
how Judas betrayed Jesus for money; Matthew, who had 
searched the Old Testament with great care for passages 
which would seem to be foreshadowings of the Gospel story, 
found these words in Zechariah xi. 12-13: “And I said unto 
them, If ye think good, give me my price; and if not, forbear. 
So they weighed for my price thirty pieces of silver. And the 
Lord said unto me, Cast it unto the potter: a goodly price 
that I was prised at of them. And I took the thirty pieces of 
silver, and cast them to the potter in the house of the Lord.” 
In this passage, which he combines with a passage from 
Jeremiah which deals with the sale of a potter’s field (xxxii. 
6-15) Matthew sees a definite statement of the treachery of 
Judas, and he says decidedly (xxvi. 15) that the traitor had 
received thirty pieces of silver from the Sanhedrin, and tells 
how, after Jesus had been sentenced to death, Judas, full of 
remorse, took this money, and since the priests refused to take 
it back, he threw it down in the Temple. It was the price of 
blood, therefore it could not be placed in the sacred treasury. 
So it was decided to use it to buy the potter’s field for the 
burial of strangers. And Matthew concludes his narrative thus: 

Then was fulfilled that which was spoken by Jeremy the 
prophet, 2 saying, And they took the thirty pieces of silver, 
the price of him that was valued, whom they of the children 
of Israel did value; and gave them for the potter’s field, as 
the Lord appointed me” (xxvii. 3-10). 

On the other hand, there are instances where the details 
of the Gospel story have been actually created under the 
influence of prophecy. 

The idea of the Virgin Birth, for instance, which we find 
in Matthew, arose, in part, from a passage in Isaiah vii. 14 
(in the rendering of the Septuagint): “A virgin shall conceive 
and bear a son .”3 

The passage in Micah (v. 1) which says that the Messiah 
1 See pp. 536 ff. 

= Actually the quotation which he makes is a combination of Jer. ii. 6-15 
with Zech. xi. 12-13. 

3 I his passage is quoted in Matt. i. 22. The Hebrew passage does not 
speak of a virgin but of a young woman. It does not refer to the Messiah. 
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will be born in Bethlehem of Judaea, has led to this result: 
both Matthew and Luke, from differing points of view, which 
cannot be reconciled with one another, have represented the 
birth of Jesus as having taken place at Bethlehem (Matt. ii. 
I ” 2 3 > Luke ii. 1-39), whereas the primitive tradition repre¬ 
sented him as a Galilean who came from Nazareth. 

Sometimes the exegesis of prophecy has only caused the 
modification of the additon of a detail. Thus Matthew (xxi. 
I 5 “ I 7 ) relates how after the Cleansing of the Temple Jesus 
welcomed an outburst of praise from some children. This 
feature in the story was suggested by verse 3 in Psalm viii.: 
“Out of the mouth of babes and sucklings hast thou ordained 
strength,” a verse which Matthew quotes. 

The account of the mockery of Jesus on the Cross by the 
passers-by (Mark xv. 29 ff.; Matt, xxvii. 39 ff.; Luke xxiii. 
36-37) i n i ts use of certain words 1 betrays the influence of 
Psalm xxii. 8, and Matthew (xxvii. 43) has laid stress on this 
element by introducing these words, which recall verse 9 
of the same Psalm: “He trusted in God; let Him deliver 
him now, if He will have him: for he said, I am the Son 
of God.” 

We must, however, guard against the temptation of rushing 
to a hasty conclusion in this matter, for there are instances in 
which the influence of prophecy is not exerted on the narrative 
but on the very gesture and words of Jesus himself. When we 
remember that his mind was steeped in the language and 
thought of the Old Testament, especially the Prophets and the 
Psalms, and that he was full of the consciousness of being the 
Messiah, it is not surprising that he should be inspired by 
the Messianic programme which the Old Testament contains. 
This may be the origin of the entry of Jesus into Jerusalem 
(Mark xi. 1-10*) which he arranges in such a way that it 
becomes the fulfilment of a prophecy of Zechariah (ix. 9). 
Daniel vii. 13 seems to have served as a direct inspiration to 
Jesus in his answer to the adjuration of the High Priest 
(Mark xiv. 62*), and the only word from the Cross which 
can be regarded as authentic consists of a verse from Psalm xxii. 
(Mark xv. 34*). 2 

1 Kivovvreg rag KE(f)a\ag (Mark xv. 29; Matt, xxvii. 39). 

2 On this point see Chapter XX. 
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When we compare the four Gospels with one another we 
perceive how, little by little, they were gradually adapted to 
the theological and ecclesiastical ideas of the Early Church, 
and the needs of its apologetic. 

In the declaration of Jesus before the Sanhedrin, in place 
of the idea of a return upon the clouds of heaven, which 
occurs in Mark (xiv. 62) and Matthew (xxvi. 64), Luke (xxii. 
69), writing at a moment when the expectation of the parousia 
was already fading, substitutes the idea of Jesus seated on the 
right hand of God, that is to say, the idea of the glorified Christ. 

The alteration in the language of the announcement of the 
resurrection is quite typical. We know from Paul (1 Cor. xv. 4) 
that the phrase “rose on the third day” became a settled 
formula at a very early date. Thrice Mark uses a formula 
which was older still: “after three days” (viii. 3 1 5 J x - 3 1 5 
x. 34), this might very well have meant originally after a 
brief delay,” though this rendering is not an equivalent. 
Matthew confirms this suggestion in the comment on Jonah: 
“For as Jonas was three days and three nights in the whale’s 
belly, so shall the Son of Man be three days and three nights 
in the heart of the earth” (xii. 40). Matthew and Luke, repro¬ 
ducing the prophecy of the sufferings and the resurrection, 
substitute regularly “the third day” for after three days, 
thus placing the prophecy of Jesus in harmony with the formula 
in which the faith of the Church had fixed it. 1 

The influence of the cultus is the explanation of the fact that 
in relating the Christian Eucharist to the Jewish Passover 
Feast, in spite of the most ancient tradition, the death of 
Jesus was said to have taken place on the fifteenth day ol 
Nisan instead of on the fourteenth. 2 3 

The influence of apologetic has been very strong, especially 
on the accounts of the Passion and the Resurrection. 3 The 

1 However, in xxvii. 63, Matthew has the formula: “after three days. 

* See Chapter XV. 

3 See on this point the suggestive studies of Baldensperger : brchristliche 
Apologelik. Die aelteste Auferstehungskontroverse, Strasbourg, 1909. L Apolo- 
getique ei la primitive Dglise, el son influence sur la tradition des origines et du 
ministlre galileen de Jesus, Revue de Theologie et de Philosophic, 1920, pp. i~ 39 - 
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difficulty which was created for the Christian missionary by 

the fact that Jesus had been condemned by a Roman judge_ 

this Jesus whom the Christians represented as the Messenger 
of God—is shown by the way in which they try to modify or 
even omit all the elements in the story of the Passion which 
confuse this issue; this has caused a recasting of the whole 
story of the Passion, and has made Pilate a witness to the 
innocence of Jesus. So far as the accounts of the Resurrection 
are concerned, let us confine our attention to the instance of 
the guard placed at the door of the sepulchre (Matt, xxvii. 
62-66; xxviii. n-i5),which is a characteristic example of an 
incident created by the imagination, certainly in all good 
faith, in order to reply to an objection raised by the Jews. 

In the development of the Gospel tradition we note a very 
distinct tendency, if not to glorify the apostles, at least to 
eliminate or modify features in the story which show them in 
an unfavourable light. This tendency is closely connected with 
the part which they played in the development of the Church. 
For instance, where Mark, at the conclusion of the incident 
of Jesus walking on the water, speaks merely of a sort of stupor 
which possessed the disciples (vi. 51-52), Matthew (xiv. 33) 
says that they fell down before Jesus and declared that he was 
truly the Son of God. 

After the conversation about the leaven of the Pharisees, 
where, according to Mark, Jesus asks his disciples: “How is 
that ye do not understand?” (Mark viii. 21) Matthew (xvi. 12) 
has: “Then they understood.” 

Luke does not repeat the reproaches which Jesus addressed 
to Peter when he protested against Jesus’ prophecy of his 
sufferings, according to Mark (viii. 32—33) <tnd Matthew (xvi. 
22-23). 

The request for the highest places in the Kingdom attributed 
by Mark to the sons of Zebedee (x. 35) is attributed by Matthew 
(xx. 20) to their mother, and entirely omitted by Luke. 1 

Tradition then is not merely an energy of passive preservation, 

1 It would be easy to show, especially by a study of the variants in the text 
of the Gospels, that similar phenomena were current throughout primitive 
Christianity. 
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it is something living; and it is of the essence of life to develop, 
to change, to adapt itself to varying situations. 

The bearers of the tradition were men who were entirely 
free from all concern with or interest in questions of history 
or biography in the usual sense of the word; their whole habit 
of mind, the whole tendency of their interests and of their 
mentality, made them quite indifferent to the idea of historical 
accuracy, and very little able to judge on this point; the facts 
did not interest them so much as facts but as the revelation 
of a transcendent reality; hence we ought not to be surprised 
that, to some extent, tradition worked over and altered the 
material with which it had to deal. On the contrary, what 
might well surprise us is the fact that the Christian tradition 
did not subject the material to a more thorough transformation, 
by replacing the Gospel story with a myth which would have 
been an interpretation and explanation of the Christian faith 
at once more homogeneous, more direct, and more integral. 

III. The Value Attached to the Tradition Concerning 
the Life of Jesus in Primitive Christianity 

Primitive Christianity did not feel that it was directly con¬ 
nected with the earthly life of Jesus. The object of its faith and 
of its worship was not Jesus but the Christ. The first Christians 
were indifferent to the facts in the life of Jesus. Even if they 
were not quite so detached as the Apostle Paul proclaims 
himself to be, with a sort of sublime indifference, they too 
were not concerned to “know Christ after the flesh” (2 Cor. v. 
16). It was enough for them to know Christ according to the 
spirit, and above all to wait for the Lord who was to return 
in glory. The faith of the primitive Church was not based 
upon the life of Jesus in which the Messiahship is represented 
so discreetly that it almost seems as though Jesus had hidden 
it intentionally. Primitive Christianity was based upon the 
Resurrection, through which the Messianic nature of Jesus 
had been manifested, while waiting for it to be victoriously 
proclaimed and imposed upon all by the parousia. Thus the 
gaze of the faithful was not directed to a figure in the past 
but towards the Lord whose glorious manifestation they 
expected in the future. 
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This explains why it was that for so long, during one or per¬ 
haps even two generations, people were satisfied to preserve 
fragmentary recollections of Jesus. The need for a connected 
account was not felt until the moment when, as the expectation 
of the speedy return of the Lord began to weaken, more and 
more importance began to be attached to the Messianic 
element in the life of Jesus. 

The appearance of the Gospel of Mark was due to this 
transformation in Christianity, or, if this term seems too 
strong, to the displacement of its centre of gravity. People 
then felt the need to gather the traditions which related to 
the earthly life of Jesus into a unity, within a fixed framework, 
and to give to them both the coherence of a connected story 
and the character of a systematic explanation of the Messiah- 
ship of Jesus, and thus, indirectly, of Christianity itself. But 
this explanation was regarded from the transcendental point 
of view, not merely as immanent in history. This is why people 
were satisfied with an adaptation of the tradition and did not 
feel it necessary to recast and transform it entirely. 

IV. Conclusion 

The development of the tradition was neither casual nor 
accidental, and it was not determined merely by the play of 
imagination and by the carelessness with which the stories 
of the Gospel have been reproduced. It is the result of changes 
due to forces inherent in the tradition itself, which were 
operative long before the earliest Gospel had been compiled. 
From the very moment of the death of Jesus people were 
persuaded that he had worked an enormous number of miracles, 
and that he had lived, not as a human being, subject to the 
ordinary emotions and passions of men, but as a divine being. 

When the mathematicians have determined by their calcu¬ 
lations a certain number of points to a curve, they make what 
they call an extrapolation, that is to say, they prolong the line 
both before and behind. Can we do the same, and, after having 
admitted the character of the line which tradition has followed 
from Mark to John and even to the apocryphal accounts, try 
to reconstruct its evolution in the period for which the direct 
documents are of no avail? The idea is certainly attractive. 
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Admitting, for instance, that tradition has always tended to 
emphasize the miraculous element, we might ask whether the 
incident of Jesus walking on the water (Mark vi. 45-52) may 
not be the transformation of a quite natural incident? Is it 
possible that something like this took place: Jesus arrives with 
his disciples at a place of meeting agreed beforehand, and 
suddenly appears to them there when they thought he was 
still on the other side of the lake? 1 

But we cannot always argue like this. Though tradition may 
have intensified the miraculous element in the story of Jesus, 
it is not legitimate to jump to the conclusion that it introduced 
this element, and that it was not there originally as the explana¬ 
tion given by the first witnesses of facts, which, from the point 
of view which concerns us here, may or may not have been 
actually miraculous; this does not really matter greatly. In 
other words, because tradition may have increased the number 
of miracles in the Gospel story we have no right to conclude 
that at some particular time it contained none. 

We might make similar remarks on many other points. 
Tradition, for example, has diminished or omitted all that was 
unfavourable to the apostles. It would be absurd to suppose 
that at the very beginning the record represented them as 
men without intelligence or character, understanding nothing 
of the aims and the thought of Jesus and having no real attach¬ 
ment to him at all. 

The causes which determined these changes in the Gospel 
tradition are not those which determine its genesis. 

It is therefore out of the question to attempt to reach the 
original reality, or at least the most ancient form of the tradition 
of the Gospel, by prolonging backwards the lines of which the 
comparison of the different accounts which we possess allows 
us to recognize some points. The creation and the transfor¬ 
mation of a tradition are two quite different things, and, on 
the other hand, we have no proof that the development of the 
tradition has always taken place in the same direction. 2 

1 This interpretation is given by Johannes Weiss: Aelt. Ev. } p. 221. 

* The account of the baptism of Jesus is a typical example. It is based on 
a real fact, and has been constructed to explain the origin of the Messiahship 
of Jesus: Jesus is Messiah because at the moment of his baptism God 
anointed him with His Spirit, and adopted him as His Son (Mark). Matthew 
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It will never be possible to reconstruct the story otherwise 
than in a fragmentary and conjectural manner, and thus to 
resolve the problem of the life of Jesus. The principle laid 
down by the traditionsgeschichtliche Schule : that the Gospel stories 
ought to be considered from the point of view of the history 
of the tradition, is legitimate and necessary. By itself, however, 
it is inadequate. 

immediately transforms the story by reducing it simply to the proclamation 
of his Messiahship, then John left it out altogether because it was in¬ 
compatible with his Christological ideas. See on this point Jean-Baptiste , 
pp. 244 ff. 


CHAPTER VI 


PROBLEMS AND METHOD 


I. History or Myth? 

Was Jesus a real person of flesh and blood, who lived in a 
particular place on this earth, and at a particular moment 
in time? Or is he a purely spiritual being, a symbol in which 
a group of men has expressed its aspirations and its dreams 
and translated its spiritual experiences, a myth by which a 
religious community has expressed its worship? This is the 
question with regard to which it is absolutely necessary to take 
up a position before we can determine in what way we are 
to interpret the Gospel records. 

Many of the observations made in the preceding chapters, 
those, for instance, which deal with the Pauline testimony of 
Jesus, have already forced us to consider Jesus as a real person. 
Although the non-Christian evidence for Jesus is evidently not 
sufficient to enable us to construct the story of his life, if Jesus 
had never existed, evidence which is independent of the 
Christian tradition, like that of Josephus and Tacitus, would 
be impossible to explain. 

The Talmudic tradition is important for this reason: it proves 
that the Jews, who bitterly opposed the Christians, never 
dreamed of arguing about the reality upon which their faith 
was based. The same remark may be made about the pagan 
opponents of Christianity, like Julian the Apostate, Celsus, or 
Porphyry , 1 who, although they borrowed a great deal of 

1 Of their works all that has been preserved is De morte Peregrini of Lucian, 
but we possess large extracts of the True Discourse by Celsus (composed 
towards 180) in the Contra Celsum of Origen, written towards 248 (cf. 
Celsi AAHOH 2 J AOTOZ excussit et restituere conatus est, Dr. Otto 
Glockner, Bonn, 1924). On Celsus and his refutation by Origen we may 
consult among others, Neumann: art. Celsus , R.E. , III, pp. 772-775. 
De Faye: Origkne , sa vie , son oeuvre , sa pcnsee , I, Paris, 1923, pp. 138 ff. We 
know the arguments used by the unknown philosopher and by Porphyry 
( 2 33 ~ 3 ° 4 ) through the refutation of Macarius of Magnesia (towards 410), 
that of Julian the Apostate (331-363), through the refutation of Cyril of 
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material from the anti-Christian Jewish polemic , 1 never cast 
the slightest doubt on the reality of the Gospel story, but 
confined themselves to giving an interpretation which elimi¬ 
nated its miraculous and supernatural element. All that we 
know directly of this controversy does not go back, it is true, 
further than the second century, that is to say, it dates from' 
a time when the Gospel tradition was already fixed, and when 
an enemy of Christianity could no longer have an exact idea 
of the conditions in which it first arose. But Christianity met 
with opposition from its very birth, especially from the man 
who was afterwards to be known as the Apostle Paul. How 
could the early enemies of the Church have possibly neglected 
to use an argument which would have utterly destroyed their 
claims if, in the eyes of all Jerusalem, it could have been 
proved that the story upon which their message was based 
was merely a fabrication? How was it that, if such an argu¬ 
ment had been available, the controversialists of the second 
century did not take it up? and if it had been well founded, 
how is it that the Christians were able to refute it so com¬ 
pletely that to-day not a trace of the controversy remains? 

But on this point we are not reduced to conjectures, how¬ 
ever well founded they may be. We know from the fragment 
of Thallus preserved by Julius Africanus that as early as the 
middle of the first century an enemy of Christianity did not 
deny the truth of what the Christians said about the darkness 
which accompanied the death of Jesus, but only argued that 
it was a natural phenomenon. 

On the other hand, although controversial considerations 
had a strong influence on the development of the Christian 
tradition, we find nothing in the Gospels which suggests that 
directly or indirectly any argument had been advanced against 
the reality and historicity of the person of Jesus. In the stories 
of the appearances of the Risen Lord there are touches which 

Alexandria. To this we must add the remark that the various apologies 
of the second century, those of Justin Martyr, Tatian, Aristides, Athena- 
goras, give us a very clear idea of the objections which the pagans brought 
against Christianity at that date. 

1 We know the anti-Christian Jewish controversy through the Dialogue 
with the Jew Tryphon by Justin. The close relation between the Jewish 
and the pagan polemic has been made clear by W. Bauer, L.J. nt. Ap., 
P- 454 - 
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deliberately accentuate the material nature of his body; no 
evangelist ever felt the same need to prove the material nature 
of the body of Jesus during his active ministry. 



The same remarks apply to the interpretation of the Passion 
given by certain Docetists. From the very beginning two state¬ 
ments existed side by side: Jesus is man and he is divine. This 
raised a problem which gave birth to the most varied theories 
until the moment when the orthodox doctrine was established. 
There were those which sacrificed one of the terms involved 




either by making Christ a simple human being, who was 
exalted to heaven after his resurrection, or by reducing the 
human element to such a point that it became a mere sem¬ 
blance. The latter was the doctrine of the Docetists of the 
second century, that of Cerinthus (if Cerinthus is not a purely 
legendary figure), in any case that of Marcion, of Basilides, 
and of the group whose ideas are reflected in the Acta Johannis. 
Basilides, according to Irenaeus ( Adv . Haer ., I, 14. 4), taught 
that Simon of Cyrene did not merely carry the cross for Jesus 
but that he was miraculously substituted for him, and was 
crucified in his stead, bearing his likeness, while the true Jesus 
mingled with the crowd and smilingly watched the sufferings 
of his counterpart. It is evident that this is not a survival of 
a tradition older than the Gospel records, but simply a trans¬ 
position of the material in order to reconcile the tradition, too 
firmly established to be denied, with the postulates of a par¬ 
ticular form of Christology, which, by making Jesus a God 
only, could not admit that he had suffered or died. 

May it not be, however, that the doctrine of the first century 
differed from that of the second? Jerome says that the blood 
of Christ had only just been shed in Judaea, and that the 
apostles were still living, when he met men who asserted that 
the body of Christ was merely a phantom. 1 Loisy 2 3 has rightly 
observed that in this passage, and in the context in which it 
occurs, there is so much hyperbole and inaccuracy that we 
must beware of interpreting it literally. 

The Epistles of Ignatius 3 contain arguments against Docetism. 


1 Adv. Luciferum , 23. 

2 De quelques arguments contre Vhistoricity de la passion , R.h.l.r 1913, p. 262. 

3 Tra/., 9. Cf. Eph. 7, 18. Smyrn., 1, 2, 4. Magn., 4. 
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The statement of Ignatius in which he asserts that “the Christ 
was truly born, that he ate and drank, that he was truly 
persecuted under Pontius Pilate, that verily he died and was 
verily raised from the dead, 55 shows that the Bishop of Antioch 
was fighting against a Docetism which saw in the earthly life 
of Jesus nothing but a mere semblance. This theory was an 
interpretation and not a denial of the Gospel tradition. Thus, 
contrary to the suggestion of Salomon Reinach/ it was not 
the survival of an archaic conception which saw no value in 
the historic Jesus. 

In order to leave no corner of this subject unexplored, we will 
examine the chief theories by which people have claimed that 
it is possible to explain the origin of Christianity other than 
by that of an historical Jesus. 

It has been said that Christianity is a mystery religion. It 
is a doctrine of salvation which explains the redemption of 
the elect by the drama of a divine hero who dies and is raised 
from the dead, a drama which is both the prototype and the 
cause of the process through which the faithful soul must pass 
in order to die to things temporal and be born again unto 
life eternal. This being so, there is no plausible reason why 
we should not explain this religion just as we explain the other 
mystery religions which, at the time when it spread through 
the Hellenistic world, gathered a large number of followers 
into their fold. To explain the mysteries of Attis, Osiris, or 
Mithra, it is not necessary to suppose that Attis, Osiris, and 
Mithra were real persons whose story has been merely trans¬ 
formed into legend; there is no reason, so these critics argue, 
for not explaining Christianity like the other mystery religions, 
and hence no reason to suppose that Jesus was a real person. 

This line of argument is an abuse of the process of reasoning 
by analogy, a form of reasoning which is only legitimate when 
the terms which are compared are really absolutely identical. 
Christianity, as it was constituted in the time of the Apostle 
Paul, is a mystery, in the sense that it implies a redemptive 
drama which is repeated symbolically for each member of the 

1 Simon de Cyrdne, C.M.R ., IV, pp. 181—188. Cf. the incisive criticism of 
Loisy: R.h.Lr ., 1913, pp. 269-270. Further on we will return to the incident 
of Simon of Cyrene. See pp. 530 ff. 
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faithful. But we do not truly define it if, taking into account 
the elements which it has in common with other religions, we 
overlook those which distinguish it from them, that is to say, 
the most essential elements of all. For, as Karl Holl has shown, 1 
although Christianity conquered the other mystery religions 
with which it was in contact and came into conflict, 2 3 this 
was not due to the elements which it possessed in common 
with these forms of religion, but to that which distinguished 
it from them. Loisy, who, however, likes to use the term 
“Christian mystery,” has rightly and justly insisted on the 
originality of Christianity compared with contemporary 
religions. “People may call Christianity a mystery religion 
if they wish, but it should be clearly understood that this 
mystery is unique in kind, and that it does not belong to the 
same category, that it is not of the same type as the heathen 
mysteries to which, however, it is compared, and from which 
to some extent it sprang .”3 To mention one point only, and 
a very important one: while the worshippers of Mithra, Attis, 
Osiris, or Adonis knew very well that the redemptive story 
of their divine hero was lost in the mists of such a fabulous 
antiquity that it possessed no reality, the Christians knew that 
their Christ had lived, not at the beginning, but at the end 
of time. His life, for them, belonged to recent history. 

We should also note—and this is no less important—that 
although in one sense the story, or, if we prefer to call it so, 
the Gospel legend (for this name can be applied to the 
elaboration of the historical recollections concerning Jesus 
which adapted them to the needs of the Church), reflects the 
worship and the doctrine of the Christians, it ought not to 
be regarded as the product of this doctrine; it was the story 
which created the cultus, and not vice versa. If this were not 
the case we would not find these inconsistencies and this lack 
of connexion between the different elements in the Gospel 
story which modern criticism has brought to light, and which 

1 Karl Holl: Urchristentum und Religionsgeschichle, Ges. Aufs ., II, pp. 1-32. 

2 There was no conflict between the other mystery religions. The fact that 
Christianity could not live in harmony with them shows that it possessed 
some element peculiar to itself. 

3 Loisy : Les my stores pa'iens et le mysthe chretien 2 , pp. 343 ff. 
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wc shall have to mention very frequently in the following 
chapters. One typical instance will suffice. If there is one fact 
in the Gospel story which has been of capital importance for 
the doctrine of Christianity, it is, beyond all question, the 
death of Jesus. Now we shall see 1 2 3 4 5 that the story, as we have 
it in the Gospels, is not the unity it ought to be if it were (as 
the theory of non-historicity demands) a myth which had been 
superimposed upon the course of history. It is easy to perceive 
that the Gospel story arises out of the development and trans¬ 
formation of a tradition which was originally extremely simple, 
which had nothing of the cultual legend about it, since it was 
content to say that Pilate, after he had asked Jesus if he were 
the King of the Jews, gave the order that he should be crucified. 

Many mythologues 1 have claimed that Christianity was merely 
the reappearance of an ancient Ephraimite mystery in which 
a solar deity is worshipped under the name of Joshua or Jesus. 3 
It cannot be denied—and the New Testament confirms this 
in the clearest manner—that within the Christian community 
very early the name of Jesus came to be used as a divine name. 
But it was faith which made Jesus the heavenly Lord. It was 
the Resurrection which gave him this character. 4 
The name of Jesus was in common use at the beginning 
of our era. 5 During the second and third centuries it became 


1 See Chapter XIX. 

2 Robertson: Short History , p. 8 . B. W. Smith: Der vorchr. Jesus 3, p. m* 

Drews, pp. 45 ff. f 

3 The two names are identical. Jesus (Jeschua) is a shortened form ol 
Joshua, which became current after the Exile. The LXX renders Joshua 
by 'hioovg. In Zech. iii. 1-10 (cf. vi. 9-15) Joshua is regarded so little as 
the name of the Messiah, that it is the high priest Joshua who receives the 
promise of the coming of the Messiah. 

4 On this point see Deissmann : Der Name Jesus , in Deissmann and Bell : 
Mysterium Christi , Berlin, 1931, PP- I 3 “ 4 I - 

5 In the New Testament there are two persons bearing the name Jesus; 
they are Jesus-Barabbas (Matt, xxvii. 16—17? cf. p. 5*65 n * 0 an< ^ J esus “ 
Justus (Col. iv. 11), and one whose father was named Jesus, namely, the 
magician Bar-Jesus (Acts xiii. 6). The index of proper names in Niese s 
edition of Josephus contains twenty persons bearing the name of Jesus, 
ten of whom lived in the first century. Let us note, in particular, among 
them, the Jesus, son of Ananias, who, in 62, prophesied the ruin of Jeru¬ 
salem and of the Temple (Josephus, G.J. , VI, 5, 3, ffil 3 00 Four hl S h 
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more rare, and finally it disappeared; for reasons which are 
easy to understand. To the Jews it was so hateful that they 
would not give it to their children. The Christians, on the 
other hand, considered it too sacred to give to their children 
and felt it should be reserved for the Lord alone; it has been 
said that in the three passages in the New Testament which 
mention Jesus-Barabbas, Jesus surnamed Justus, and Bar-Jesus, 
a great number of scribes have either tried to alter the name 
of Jesus, or they have omitted it entirely 1 —the most typical 
instance is that which relates to Jesus-Barabbas—so utterly 
impossible did it seem to the Christians that the name of Jesus 
should be borne by others than their Lord. Among the Arabs 
on the contrary, where the same reasons did not exist to make 
them avoid the name of Jesus, the name of Isa is still fairly 
frequently used. 

According to Christian tradition Jesus was sometimes mis¬ 
taken for Elijah, for John the Baptist, or for some other 
ancient prophet who had reappeared on earth. It is never 
said that in him men saw Joshua redivivus. The assimilation 
of Jesus to Joshua is only found in passages (Barnabas, Justin, 
Eusebius), 3 which are certainly later than the epoch in which 
the historical tradition concerning Jesus arose. 

B. Smith and Drews3 appeal to the magic papyrus of the 


priests bore the name of Jesus between 35 b.c. and a.d. 63 (Schurer, I, 
PP*. 216—220). Two inscriptions on graves in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem 
which date from the first century of our era bear the names Jeschua and 
Schimeon bar Jeschua respectively (Clermont-Ganneau : Archeological 
Researches , I, pp. 437, 394 )- In a certain number of papyri, ostraca, and 
inscriptions, the name of Jesus is attested in the Diaspora of Egypt. (See 
the article ’Irjaovg in Moulton-Milligan and Deissmann.) One of the 
papyri is earlier than the Christian era (P. Oxyr., 816). One of the inscrip¬ 
tions, that of Tell-el-Yahoudieh (funeral stele of Jesus, son of Phamis), 
belongs to the Augustan period (Deissmann, p. 21). 

1 The parallelism between Philem. 23-24 and Col. iv. 10-14, suggests 
that, in this Epistle, there was originally: “There salute thee Epaphras, 
my fellow-prisoner, Jesus surnamed Justus, Mark ...” instead of “Epaphras, 
my fellow-prisoner in Christ Jesus, Mark” (Zahn: Einl. i. d. N.T., Leipzig, 
i8 97 > b P- 3 * 9 - Amling: Eine Konjektur im Philemonbrief, Z-N.T. W ., X, 
i 9 ° 9 > PP- 261 ff. Deissmann, p. 31). 

3 Deissmann, p. 27. 

3 B. Smith: Der vorchristliche Jesus, p. 37. Drews, p. 61. 
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Bibliotheque Rationale , where the formula occurs: “I adjure 
thee by the God of the Hebrews, Jesus. 551 This papyrus, which 
is not earlier than the third century of our era, may very 
possibly reproduce a more ancient formula; nothing, however, 
justifies us in placing its date as far back as the mythologues 
would have us do. It contains a heathen formula 1 2 3 4 which 
simply proves that the name of Jesus was considered to have 
possessed great power, and this is sufficiently explained by the 
part played by exorcism in the name of Jesus in early 
Christianity. 

It is true that, in Matt. i. 21, Joseph receives from the 
angel the command to give to the child who will be born 
of Mary the name of Jesus, “for he will save his people from 
their sins. 55 3 But this does not mean very much; it is simply 
one of those speculations, one might almost say one of those 
plays on words in connexion with proper names, which were 
much favoured in the ancient world, like the one we find, 
for instance, in the Epistle to Philemon (10-n) on the name 
of Onesimus. 

The epithet of “Nazarene 55 or Nazoraean 4 , still more than the 
name of Jesus, has been invoked by the mythologues in support 
of their hypothesis of a pre-Christianity. The name of Nazarene 
was not merely an epithet given to Jesus. It became a name 
for the Christians generally. Although in the West the terms 
“saints, 55 “brothers, 55 and then “Christians 55 were substituted 
for it, it still lived on in the East. No other instance is known 
where the followers of a religion are known by the name of 
the home of the founder of the religion. This argument, how¬ 
ever, is not conclusive, for there are no absolute laws which 

1 Suppl. grec no 574, line 1549 IT. (K. Preisendanz : Papyri graeci magici , 

I, Leipzig, 1928, p. 170.) 

3 Pagan magical formulae were quite willing to use Jewish and Christian 
names (Deissmann: Licht vom Osten 2 - 3 , Tubingen, 1909, p. 186), which 
does not prove, however, as Reitzenstein ( Poimandres , Leipzig, 1904, 
pp. 15 ff.) suggests, that their authors really understood and knew Judaism 
and Christianity. Dieterich ( Abraxas , Leipzig, 1891, p. 203) quotes a 
magical passage in which Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob are taken to be 
names of the God of Israel. 

3 Jesus means, “God helps.” 

4 On these two forms see later, pp. 194 ff. 
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determine the name given to a religion and to its followers. 
The special factors have to be taken into account in each 
case. 

Salvatorelli 1 has argued that, in a number of passages where 
the expression “Jesus the Nazarene” occurs, the term Nazarene 
has only a geographical significance. When, for instance, in 
Mark i. 24, the demoniac says to Jesus: “What have we to 
do with thee, thou Jesus of Nazareth?” it looks as though the 
term expresses an important element in the personality of 
Jesus which strikes terror into the heart of the demons. “Jesus 
of Nazareth” seems to be the equivalent of “Jesus, Son of God 
Most High” which occurs in a similar passage (Mark v. 7). 
In Acts iii. 6; iv. 10, the formula “Jesus of Nazareth” is that 
by which the sick are healed and the demons expelled. The 
argument of Salvatorelli would have no force if we could prove 
that from the time of Jesus the formula “In the name of Jesus 
of Nazareth” was believed to have power to control the 
demons. Now the passages which contain it date from a time 
when the formulas “Jesus of Nazareth,” “Jesus, Son of God 
Most High,” “Jesus, Son of God,” “Jesus Christ,” “the Lord 
Jesus” are all equivalent and interchangeable. It would be 
useless to try to determine the exact significance of each of 
these elements, and false to hold that the simple words “In 
the name of Jesus,” or “In the name of the Lord Jesus,” were 
considered less efficacious than “In the name of Jesus of 
Nazareth.” From all this we may conclude, therefore, that 
the phrase “of Nazareth” was simply used in order to dis¬ 
tinguish one among the many who bore the name of Jesus. 

Outside the New Testament and the Christian tradition 
there is no passage which states the existence in Galilee of 
a village called Nazareth. 2 3 Neither the Old Testament, nor 
Josephus, nor the Talmud mentions it; but we have no right 
to conclude from this silence, that, as Cheyne 3 thinks for 
instance, Nazareth is a geographical fiction. Josephus (Vita, 

1 Salvatorelli: II significato di “ Nazareno ,” Roma, 19n (quoted by 

Guignebert: La Vie cachee de Jesus , Paris (1921), pp. 63 ff.). 

3 The fact that later on Nazareth became known, and that from the time 
of Constantine it was frequently visited by pilgrims, does not prove any¬ 
thing, for with holy places, as with relics, one always finds what one seeks. 

3 Cheyne: art. Nazareth , Enc. Bibl ., III, cols. 3358-3362. 
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H 2 35) reports that in Galilee there were 204 villages and 15 
fortified towns. Of these 219 localities we know very few, and, 
even if Josephus may have slightly exaggerated the number 
of places in Galilee, there is no doubt that there were many 
whose names were never mentioned in any record. Nazareth, 
a village of slight importance (cf. John i. 46) may have 
belonged to this section. 1 

The village of Nazareth existed, in any case at the close 
of the second or the beginning of the third century, and there 
is no indication that it was then of recent date. 2 Weinel 3 has 
rightly noted that those who imagined that they thought they 
could explain the term “of Nazareth” by a town which had 
never existed would have been in a very dangerous position 
so far as their enemies were concerned. Further, why would 
one have chosen as the “country” of Jesus a specifically Jewish 
village where, according to Epiphanius (xxx. 11) there was 
no church before the time of Constantine, and where Christians 
and Samaritans were forbidden to live? The fact that the 
Gospel tradition makes Jesus come from Nazareth is signifi¬ 
cant (Matt. xxi. 11; Mark i. 9; John i. 45; Acts x. 38). 
According to current Jewish ideas the Messiah was to be 
born at Bethlehem, the city of David. The traditions which 
are reproduced in the early chapters of Matthew and Luke 
are quite independent of each other. According to the first 
Gospel the family of Jesus, which lived at Bethlehem, after 
the flight into Egypt, went to Nazareth and settled there, in 
order to escape the hostility of Archelaus (Matt. ii. 13-23). 
According to the second account Jesus was born at Bethlehem 
during a journey which his parents had to make on the 

1 Ed. Meyer : II, p. 423, n. 1. Wellhausen (Iraelitische undjiidische Geschichte, 
Berlin, 1897, p. 266, n. 2), who concludes from a comparison of Matt. xxvi. 
69 with xxvi. 71 that “Galilean” and “Nazarene” are synonymous terms, 
has suggested that Nazareth may have been a term applied to the whole 
of Galilee which recurs in the form Gennesar ( Garden of Nesar ) (1 Macc. xi. 67, 
Matt. xiv. 34, and Mark vi. 53 in D). It is an ingenious hypothesis. We 
hesitate, however, to accept it, for the identification which it proposes has 
never been proved. It has also been suggested that Nazareth may have been 
a district in Peraea, or it has been identified with Chorazin (Conybeare, 
Burkitt, quoted by Guignebert: Vie cachee de Jesus , p. 190). These sug¬ 
gestions are pure conjectures. 

2 Quoted by Eusebius: Eccl. Hist., I, 7, 14. 

3 Weinel: 1 st das liberate Jesusbild widerlegt? Tubingen, 1910, p. 97. 
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occasion of the census of Quirinius (Luke ii. i). Both try to 
show that the prophecy of the birth at Bethlehem was fulfilled 
in the Galilean Jesus. Christian tradition would hardly have 
created a fact which was to cause it so much embarrassment— 
the fact, namely, that Jesus came from Nazareth. 1 

The problem of Nazareth is rendered more complicated by 
the fact that in the New Testament we find the two forms 
Nazarene (Na^aprjvos) and Nazoraean (Na£cupaio?), 2 which are 
not equivalent terms, since they differ not merely in termina¬ 
tion, but also in the quantity of the second syllable. If the 
form Nazarene is correctly derived from Nazareth, the same 
cannot be said for the term Nazoraean, which must have a 
different meaning and a different origin .3 The Gospel of 
Matthew, after having related how the parents of Jesus went 
to Nazareth in Galilee and settled down there, says: “that 
it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophets, He 
shall be called a Nazarene 5J 4 (ii. 23). The passage in Isa. xi. 1, 
to which many exegetess have thought that Matthew was 
alluding, and in which the Messiah is called Netzer (Rod of 
Jesse), scarcely explains this passage. Nor can we seek an 
explanation in the idea of the Naziriteship, for Christian 
tradition has kept a very clear recollection that Jesus was not 

1 John vii. 41 shows that the Galilean origin of Jesus was an objection 
raised by the Jews against his Messiahship. 

2 The form Na£apr]v 6 {; is found in Mark i. 24, x. 47, xiv. 67, xvi. 6; 
Luke iv. 34, xxiv. 19. The form Na£copaiog in Mark ii. 23, xvi. 71; Luke 
xviii. 37; John xviii. 5-7, xix. 19; Acts ii. 22, iii. 4, iv. 10, vi. 14, xxii. 8, 
xxiv. 5, xxvi. 9. There is a certain fluctuation in the manuscripts; thus 
Nafapaiog is found in Mark x. 47, in x A. C., in Luke xxiv. 19, in A. D. N. 
The form Na^aprjvdg in Luke xviii. 27 and in John xviii. 5, in D. The 
dual form is, however, certain, and the evidence in Acts shows that the 
form Na£copalog prevailed. Alongside of the form Nazareth, we find in the 
New Testament the forms Nazara, Nazarat, Nazaret, etc. The forms vary 
a good deal, and even in the most ancient MSS. there is no uniformity 
in the spelling. 

3 Mark Lidzbardski: Manddische Liturgien , Berlin, 1920, pp. xvi ff. 
Nazoraios , Z-f Semitistik , 1922, pp. 230-233. Ginza: Der Schatz cider das grosse 
Buck der Mandder iibersetzt und erklart, Gottingen, Leipzig, 1925, pp. ix. ff. 
Zimmern: Nazorder-Nazarener , Z- d. deutsch. morgenl. Ges ., 1920, pp. 429-438, 
id. ; 1922, pp. 45 ff. 

4 (Or, as some render it: a Nazoraean ).— Translator. 

5 For example, H. J. Holtzmann: Die Synoptikeri, Leipzig, 1901, p. 194. 
F. Nicolardot: Les procedes de redaction des trois premiers evangelistes, p. 31. 
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an ascetic of the type of John the Baptist (Mark ii. 18-20*; 
Matt. xi. 18-19*). 

Others, like Guignebert 1 point to the passage in Deut. 
xxxiii. 16, where the dying Moses says: “the goodwill 
of him that dwelt in the bush: let the blessing come upon 
the head of Joseph, and upon the top of the head of him who 
was separated from his brethren.” 2 This explanation is not 
tenable unless we can admit, as has been suggested, that the 
name Na^wpalos is related to the Syriac ndgdra , which means 
prophet, singer of hymns, and that it is a name which was 
invented in order to glorify Jesus; in any case this hypothesis 
cannot be accepted as the primitive meaning of the epithet 
since it was first used by the enemies of Jesus. 

Others again, like Loisy ,3 point to Judges xiii. 5 (LXX), where 
it is said of Samson “he shall be a Nazirite unto the Lord.” 
The idea of consecration to God is also implied in the term 
“saints,” which was one of the most ancient terms used to 
describe Christians. Salvatorelli has suggested that possibly, 
in the time of Jesus, the Nazirites formed a group in which 
the Messianic Hope was strong, and that both John the Baptist 
and Jesus may have originally belonged to this community. 
In Hellenic circles, the term Nazirite would be replaced by 
the word “saint,” which was easier to understand. In the 
East, however, it would still be used. For several reasons I 
find it impossible to accept this hypothesis. The first is this: 
the word Nazirite might have given birth to a word like 
Naziraios , but not to Nazoraios , and still less to Nazarenos . 
Further, we have no evidence that the Naziriteship was still 
in existence at the time of Jesus in the form in which it is 
described in the classic passages in the Old Testament. 4 Nor 
is it proved that there was any connexion between the 
Naziriteship and Messianism. Finally, and this is still more 

1 Guignebert: Vie cachte de JJsus, p. 183. 

3 Literally the crown. Heb. nazir, LXX: Aof-aoOelg; Vulg.: Nazoraei. 

3 Loisy: Syn., 1 , p. 376. This is also the theory of Salvatorelli, op. cit. 

4 The accounts which relate to John the Baptist and to James are suspect 
because they betray the direct influence of passages of the Old Testament. 
Those which relate to a vow of the apostle Paul or more probably of 
Aquila, at Cenchrea (Acts xviii. 18), or to the four men who had made a 
vow whom Paul joins at Jerusalem (Acts xxi. 23), do not refer to the life¬ 
long Naziriteship. 
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important, on those who witnessed his life Jesus produced 
an impression entirely different from that of an ascetic; 
indeed, his enemies said that “he came eating and drinking.” 

Strack-Billerbeck 1 have shown that the idea that the same 
prophecy may be uttered in different terms by various 
prophets frequently occurs in the Talmud, and they emphasize 
the fact that in Matt. ii. 23 the expression used is not, 
“by the prophet,” but “by the prophets.” They are thinking 
not only of Isa. xi. 1, where the Messiah is called Netzer , 
but of the idea of the Messiah as a “shoot” ( tsemach ), which 
is found in Jer. xxiii. 5, xxxiii. 15, and in Zech. iii. 9, vi. 12; 
all these references are to passages to which the syna¬ 
gogue had given a Messianic interpretation. It does, how¬ 
ever, seem strange that Matthew, who loves to adorn his 
narrative with quotations from the Old Testament, should 
not have quoted any passage in this connexion. The connexion 
between it or the passages of which he might be thinking and 
the epithet of Nazarene cannot be very direct. Under these 
conditions it may be that it was the term Nazarene which 
suggested the allusion to a prophecy, perhaps intentionally 
vague. 

The explanation of the word Nazarene must therefore be 
sought outside the pages of the Old Testament. 

The Mandaeans, who, on very doubtful grounds, 2 claim 
that they are spiritual descendants of John the Baptist, call 
themselves Nasaraeans. From this we may conjecture that the 
followers of John the Baptist were called by this name, 3 and, 
since Jesus began his ministry in connexion with them, he may 
have been called a Nazarene by his enemies who thus wished 
to describe him as a renegade from the community of the 
followers of John. This would also explain why the Christians 
were called Nazoraeans, or Nazarenes, although it might have 
seemed unnatural to call them after Nazareth simply because 
their master originally belonged to this village. 4 

1 Strack-Billerbeck: I, p. 92. 

2 On this point see the remarks in my Jean-Baptiste, pp. 113 ff. 

3 It does not much matter what was the real origin of this term, which we 
might be tempted to attach to the idea of the Naziriteship. 

4 Wetter: Varrxhe-plan historique du christianisme primitif \ R.h.p.r ., II, 1922, 
p. 115. Wellhausen: Mt., p. 142. Schwen: Nazareth undNazoraer, £.f.wis. 
Th., 1912, p. 37, has noted other cases where two independent sects have 
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The hypothesis according to which the term Nazoraean was 
applied originally to the disciples of John the Baptist, is, in 
any’case, more plausible than that of B. W. Smith, 1 who, 
starting from the root NSR, which means “protector* 5 or 
“guardian, 5 ’ 2 suggests that there may have been a pre-Christian 
sect called Nazoraeans; the proofs by which he tries to justify 
this thesis are absolutely inconsistent. 3 There is first of all the 
Hymn of the Naassenes ,4 which might be taken as evidence for 
a celestial Jesus, but there is nothing which would justify us 
in regarding this passage as belonging to the pre-Christian 
era. The Naassene doctrine shows unmistakable traces of 
the influence of Christian ideas .5 As for the hymn itself, we 
cannot be certain whether it was originally placed in the 
mouth of Jesus. The text of the formula of introduction, “Then 
Jesus said, 55 is not certain, and noting that at the beginning 
of the hymn, the first hypostasis is stated to be Nous with 
Chaos and the soul to be saved alongside of it, Bousset has 
suggested the very probable hypothesis that instead of El-nev 
Se Irjaovs the original reading was: Elttcv Sc 6 Novs. 
Among the Jewish heresies Epiphanius mentions (Haer ., 18) 
a sect of the Nazoraeans. As he gives no hint that this sect 
was in any way connected with Christianity or was a Judaeo- 
Christian sect, B. Smith 6 regards it as pre-Christian, and 

borne the same name. In the days of the Maccabees, the patriotic Jewish 
party bore the name of Chassidim. The same name was given to the 
partisans of the wonder-working rabbi of Poland, Baal-Schem, in the 
eighteenth century. The followers of Novatian on the one hand, and the 
Albigenses on the other, perhaps also the Essenes, according to certain 
authors, took the name of “Cathari” or the Pure. Two groups also bore 
the name of Luciferians : the followers of the anti-Arian Bishop, Lucifer of 
Cagliari, in the fourth century, and a medieval, antinomian sect named 
after Lucifer, the Prince of Darkness. 

1 B. Smith : Der vorch. Jesus , pp. 36, 42 ff. 

3 This occurs sixty-three times in the Old Testament and already seven 
times (under the form Na-su-ru) in the Code of Hammurabi. 

3 Let us note in passing, for it is not an isolated phenomenon, that the 
mythologues arc usually as severe in their criticism of the Christian tradition 
as they are lenient towards the theories which they substitute for it, and by 
which they try to explain the origin of Christianity. 

4 Preserved by Hippolytus: Philosophoumena , V, 10, 2. 

5 Hilgenfeld: Die Ketzergeschichte des Urchristentums , Leipzig, 1884, p. 262. 
Reitzenstein : Poimandres , pp. 81 ff. 

6 B. Smith : Der vorch. Jesus , pp. 56 f., 64. 
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explains the silence of other heresiologists concerning it by the 
fact that, less naive or less honest than Epiphanius, they saw 
the danger of the existence of these pre-Christian Nazoraeans 
to the official doctrine of the Church. 

Is this interpretation sufficient to support such a daring 
argument? Epiphanius was not always well informed, and 
he was not always judicious in the use he made of the infor¬ 
mation which was at his disposal. 1 He knew the Jewish 
Nazoraeans only by name. If he had known that they wor¬ 
shipped Jesus, he would have forthwith called them Christians. 
There may very well be some confusion in what he says. 
Schmidtke 2 has proved that all that the Fathers of the Church 
say about a Jewish-Christian sect of Nazarenes comes from 
Apollinarius of Laodicea, and the information which Ephi- 
phanius gives about them in his chapter xxix is worthy of 
credence, but that what he says about the Nazoraeans 3 is 
simply characteristic of the Ebonites, with the specifically 
Christian element omitted. On this point he is depending on 
a list of Jewish sects in which the Christians figured under 
the name of “Nazarenes . 5 ’4 As Bousset rightly says, “the pre- 
Christian Nazoraeans of Epiphanius may be definitely relegated 
to the category of errors and mistakes .”5 

The men of Ephesus, who were instructed “in that which 
concerns Jesus, 55 but who did not know that there was any 
other baptism than that of John, and who had not received 
the Holy Spirit (Acts xviii. 24-26, xix. 1-8) 6 may have been, 
according to Smith ,7 pre-Christians who knew nothing about 

1 “His criticism is not very reliable; as soon as he leaves the ground of 
contemporary happenings his information needs to be checked, for it is 
confused and inaccurate.” Tixeront: Patrologie , Paris, 1918, p. 253. 
z Schmidtke : Neue Fragm. und Unters. zu den judenchrist. Evang . 

3 He writes the name with a sigma and not with a zeta, in order to dis¬ 
tinguish them from the Christian Nazarenes. 

4 The twelfth petition of the Schemonb EsrS contains this formula, in the 
text discovered in the genizah of the synagogue at Cairo: “That there may 
be no hope for the apostates. . . . That the Christians ( nosrim ) and the 
heretics (minim) may be suddenly destroyed. . . .” (Strack, pp. 66 ff.). 

5 Bousset: Noch einmal der vorchristliche Jesus , T.R ., 1911, p. 381. 

6 For the interpretation of these passages see my book Jean-Baptiste , 
PP; 99 ff- 

7 Smith : Der vorch. Jesus, pp. 7 ff. 
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the earthly history of Jesus. His interpretation is based upon 
the idea that Christian baptism is an element which is so 
essential to the story of Jesus that those who did not know 
this baptism, could not know the Gospel story. Nevertheless 
the Gospel tradition has preserved the recollection that 
Jesus did not institute baptism, and, in spite of its eager¬ 
ness to make the rites of the Church depend upon the 
commands of the Master, it has not attributed to the Risen 
Jesus more than the command to “baptize all nations” 
(Matt, xxviii. 19). At what moment and under what influ¬ 
ence was the practice of baptism introduced? It is improb¬ 
able that this took place in the very early days of the life 
of the Church, and that the observance of baptism imme¬ 
diately became a widespread practice in all the groups affected 
by Christianity. There may have been a form of preaching 
which was directly connected with the ministry of Jesus, and 
supported by personal recollections of his life, which knew no 
other form of baptism than that of John. The “disciples of 
Ephesus” are witnesses, not of a pre-Christianity which is 
supposed to have known nothing of an historical Jesus, but 
of an archaic form of Christianity, previous to the introduction, 
or the general and widespread practice of baptism in the 
Church. 

Placing himself at an angle of opinion which differs entirely 
from all those which we have considered hitherto, Albert 
Bayet* has championed the argument in favour of the non¬ 
historicity of Jesus by a theory which is presented in the form 
of a syllogism: all morality which expresses the thought of a 
real person is coherent, and free from inconsistencies and 
contradictions. The ethic of the Gospel is not of this character. 
Therefore it is not that of an individual. But is it certain that 
a moralist always gives his teaching in a perfectly homogeneous 
form, above all when he is a man whose outlook is remote 
from all abstract and theoretical interests and who gives 
counsel and precepts adapted to particular circumstances? 
The character of Jesus’ audiences varied a good deal, and 
their situations also varied; this explains why it is that the 
counsels which he gave not only differed at various times, but 
1 Les morales de I’lsvangile. 
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that sometimes they seemed inconsistent. In moral teaching 
like that of Jesus, we must distinguish between the inspiration 
and the practical circumstances for which a practical rule is 
deduced from this inspiration. The diversity of circumstances 
and conditions affects that of the formulated precepts. Every¬ 
day experience shows that apparent neutrality may mean 
either hostility or friendliness. Thus one day Jesus would say, 
“He that is not with me is against me” (Matt. xii. 30*), while 
at another time, in different circumstances, he would declare 
that “He who is not against us is on our side” (Mark ix. 40*). 
Would any moralist ever find that his teaching would pass 
the examination to which Bayet would submit the Gospels? 

At the basis of his argument there lies an error which repro¬ 
duces an old theological conception; modern criticism has had 
a great deal of trouble to free the history of Christian origins 
from the idea that the identification of the morality of the 
Gospels and the morality of Jesus is so evident that it seems 
as though we were faced with this dilemma: are we to regard 
the Gospels as direct documents, a faithful summary of the 
story of Jesus, an unaltered echo of his teaching, or as legend 
pure and simple? From the point of view of their construction 
the Gospels are not a unity, and Albert Bayet has not even 
tried to discover whether the differing moral ideas which he 
thinks he can discern, even when they are contradictory, 
belong to the same layer of tradition. 

On the preliminary question which the historians of Jesus 
cannot, under the present circumstances, evade—that is, is 
Jesus a figure in history or is he the hero of a myth?—my 
conclusion is quite clear. For several reasons I am obliged to 
admit that Jesus belongs to the realm of history. On the other 
hand, the study of the myth theories shows that they will not 
bear a close examination, and that they raise difficulties 
infinitely more difficult to solve than those which they claim 
to avoid. Without any hesitation I affirm the historical 
character of the person of Jesus. 
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II. The Historical and the Religious Problem of Jesus 

The fact that Jesus lived a human life does not imply that 
his story can be known. Many critics at the present day— 
like Loisy and Bultmann, for instance—believe that all that 
can be known about Jesus practically amounts to nothing, yet 
at the same time they are very insistent that his story is no 
myth. 

It is, however, quite clear that we cannot find, directly, a 
Life of Jesus in the Gospels; it is not even implied in the con¬ 
ditions from which it would be the sole business of the historian 
to disengage it. All that can be done is to construct something 
as well as one can. Is it possible thus to reconstruct the story 
without falling into the error of being arbitrary? 

We ought not to expect the story of Jesus to give us that 
absolute certainty which does not belong to the realm of 
history, but to that of religious intuition and faith; all that 
is needed is to attain that degree of certainty, of probability, 
in our conjecture, if we prefer to put it so, to which it is 
possible to attain in other realms of history. When we read 
the statements of certain critics who are theologians rather 
than historians, of Bertram for example, 1 we arc tempted to 
enquire: if we were to be as exacting about historical accuracy 
in other spheres as these critics claim we ought to be about 
the life of Jesus, how would it ever have been possible to write 
any history at all? and especially a history of the ancient 
world? 2 

There is here a dangerous confusion between two domains 
which ought to be kept quite distinct. The person of Jesus 
raises two problems, one in the realm of history and the other 
in the realm of religion. 3 

1 See especially his brochure: Neues Testament und historische Methode , 
Tubingen, 1928. 

2 Eisler (I, p. xiv) sees, rightly, in this hyper-criticism (which is unknown 
in other domains), which is manifested at the present time in the criticism 
of the Gospels, a reaction against the infallibility which used to be attributed 
to the witness of the Bible at an earlier period. 

3 On this point see my study, Le Jesus de Vhistoire et le Christ de la foi , R.h.p.r ., 
IX, 1929, pp. 115-139. English translation by C. J. Wright, in The Modern 
Churchman , XX, 1930, pp. 69-73, 156-165, 227-235. 
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Confronted by the fact of Jesus, our first questions should 
be: What was the history of this man? What were the facts 
of his life, his teaching, the influence which he exercised, the 
part which, directly or indirectly, he has played in the rise 
of the Christian religion? These are problems which may be 
compared with those which an historian who knew nothing 
about Islam or Buddhism would have to deal, in studying the 
lives of Muhammad or Buddha. These problems ought to be 
treated in the same spirit, without any bias at all, whether 
for or against Christianity, or any of its forms. 

The Christian believer, however, feels that although this way 
of regarding the problem may be legitimate, it does not exhaust 
it. To him Jesus represents a spiritual and religious value. 
Christian thought thus regards the person of Jesus as belonging 
to two different categories at the same time: to the category 
of humanity, on account of his earthly life, his teaching, his 
death, and the posthumous influence which he has exerted, 
and to that of transcendent reality, because of what he means 
to the collective faith of the Church and to the personal faith 
of individuals. 

The historical problem of Jesus is not merely a religious 
problem, mainly of interest to convinced Christians within 
the Church; it also concerns everyone who is interested in the 
history of the past, and who wishes to understand how 
the spiritual atmosphere in which he lives came into being, 
for if Christianity is not the only source of our culture, it is 
certainly one of the most important. 

To all who are Christians by conviction (whether they 
have remained loyal to the traditional formulae or have 
liberated themselves from them), on the other hand, the 
Christ is also a theological and religious problem. This 
question is raised by the value which the Church attaches 
to him, and by the necessity of making our conception of 
him an integral part of a general conception. This problem 
can only be solved by means of a philosophical and religious 
conception. 

The actual name of Jesus Christ symbolizes the existence of 
this double problem; this name is quite different from double- 
barrelled names like Saul-Paul or Joseph-Barnabas, which 
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were so frequent at the beginning of the Christian era. 1 In 
the expression “Jesus Christ,” a proper name, formerly in 
frequent use among the Jews, is coupled with an official title 
of a transcendent character. 

To say that each of these two problems, belonging to two 
different levels, may and should be developed according to 
its own laws and methods may be true, but it is inadequate. 
There are no water-tight compartments in the human spirit. 
There are, doubtless, instances where we feel as though we 
held in our hands the two ends of a chain without seeing how 
they will ever meet. But this question is different, because 
here we are dealing with one fact alone, a fact which cannot 
present contradictory aspects as it is envisaged from different 
points of view. The time has passed when a thesis could be 
held to be true in theology and false in philosophy. 

To make one consideration subordinate to the other is 
impossible, for history deals with judgments of fact, and 
religion and theology with value-judgments. They cannot be 
reduced to a single equation. A judgment of fact or of existence 
may remain perfectly indifferent to the consideration of value, 
but the opposite is not true. Every judgment value implies a 
judgment of fact. Religious speculation about Christ necessarily 
presupposes judgments of fact relative to the life of Jesus. 

We ought to be able to study the historical problem of the 
life of Jesus with absolute philosophical and religious detach¬ 
ment, as Strauss believed he was able to do, thanks to the 
Hegelian philosophy. Is a religious detachment of this kind 
possible? We believe that it is, at least if we admit that the 
principle of all philosophy ought to be absolute respect for 
the truth, that is to say, not only the firm resolution to pay 
homage to the truth which impresses us almost involuntarily, 
but the resolve to seek the truth with all our might, in the 
realm of the facts of history as well as in every other sphere 
of life. If our conceptions or our philosophical or religious 
opinions are contradicted by the facts, the facts must not be 
altered or camouflaged in order to secure agreement, but our 
opinions must be either abandoned or corrected. 

We will not demand an absolute certitude from a Life of Jesus. 

* Deissmann: Bibelstudien, Marburg, 1895, pp. 181 ff. 
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Our ambition will be more modest. All we ask is this: is it 
possible to attain, in all that concerns the life of Jesus, that 
degree of certitude comparable to that which we are able to 
attain in other spheres of ancient history? 

Two questions connected, but distinct, are raised at this 
point. Can we base our researches on solid material? And can 
we organize this material otherwise than in an arbitrary 
manner? 


III. The Criticism of the Material 

As we have already seen, the Gospel tradition was enlarged 
and altered. This was inevitable, since it was so closely mingled 
with the life of the groups of the first Christian believers. Thus 
we cannot use it for the purposes of historical criticism unless 
we possess a criterion which will enable us to distinguish 
between the primitive and the secondary elements in the 
narrative. Does such a criterion exist? 

The problem is dominated by three facts: 

(i) The material of the Gospel tradition was inserted into 
a general construction dominated by certain dogmatic ideas 
borrowed from theology and faith about the year 70; 

(ii) These materials were adapted to the needs and the 
functions of the life of the Church; 

(iii) Some forty years elapsed between the birth and the 
establishment of the Gospel tradition. This period of time 
is short if, for instance, (as is done constantly), we compare 
the Gospel tradition with the traditions of Genesis, but it 
is none the less considerable if we think of the changes 
which Christianity underwent during the first half-century 
of its existence. The evolution which the Gospel tradition 
underwent is the resultant of two antagonistic forces: pre¬ 
servation and transformation. 

The critics of the nineteenth century, who were not greatly 
concerned with the problem of tradition, had too much con¬ 
fidence in a purely literary type of criticism; they were too 
ready to believe that the most ancient records were the most 
historical. To-day such an illusion is no longer possible; never¬ 
theless literary criticism lies at the root of all historical work. 
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First of all it is absolutely necessary to begin with a classifica¬ 
tion of the material according to the stratum of tradition to 
which it belongs. In order to do this we need to take into 
account not only the comparison of the parallel narratives 
but also to make an internal analysis, consider the links in the 
story, and try to re-constitute the supposed situations; this 
procedure often shows up the artificial character of certain 
links in the narrative, and makes it possible to discover dif¬ 
ferent sources in a section which at first sight appeared to have 
been written by one hand and at one time. 

Likewise, it is also necessary to consider carefully the adap¬ 
tation of each section, both to the general setting of the Gospel 
and to the particular part of the Gospel in which it is placed. 
Here again, the lack of coherence, the existence not only of 
formal contradictions, but sometimes of a simple hiatus, per¬ 
mits us to distinguish different sources and different traditions, 
that is to say, to get back to a stage earlier than the redaction 
of our Gospels. 

The analysis of the sources, that is to say the unravelling of 
the different strands in the development of the tradition, is 
only a preliminary stage in the scientific process. When it has 
been accomplished we are confronted with a mass of material 
analysed (so far as that is possible) into the successive strata 
to which they belong. The next thing to be done is to estimate 
and establish the value of this material; we have to begin 
by eliminating that part of the material in which we can 
discover creations due to the action of those forces of which 
we spoke in the previous chapter on the development of the 
''Gpspel tradition. Here is a typical example: thus we would 
dismisses non-historical the account given by Matthew 
(xxvii. 62-66) of the guard placed at the door of the sepulchre, 
because it is alien to the primitive tradition, and is evidently 
inserted in order to reply to a Jewish objection. Usually, 
however, the situation is not so clear. The influences to which 
the Gospel tradition has been exposed are so complex that, 
very often, they can only be discovered when a particular 
indication like some inconsistency or hiatus makes it possible 
to detect the action of the causes of alteration in the very act. 

It would, however, be a dangerous illusion to imagine that 
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once this work of elimination has been completed we are then 
in possession of a tradition which is absolutely primitive, and 
absolutely reliable. In order to estimate the value of that 
which has been discovered it is absolutely necessary to use 
positive criteria. A Gospel incident cannot be considered 
authentic simply because there is no direct reason for believing 
it to have been created by tradition; on the contrary, we must 
be quite sure that there are positive reasons which make it 
impossible to think that it could have been created by it. 

The most ancient Christian theology implies a certain con¬ 
ception of the Gospel history and of the teaching and work 
of Jesus. A rudimentary creed was composed very early, for 
it was formulated before the Christianity of the Jerusalem 
group, represented by the Twelve, and Hellenic Christianity, 
represented by the Apostle Paul, had been differentiated. This 
formula, which expresses the common basis of Christianity, 
is familiar to us from.i Cor. xv. 3-4: “Christ died for our 
sins according to the Scriptures; and he was buried, and he 
rose again the third day, according to the Scriptures.” As 
time went on, however—for instance, in the creed known as 
the Apostles 5 Creed—this formula was defined more clearly 
and developed; it has never been substantially modified. Hence 
we may lay down the principle that every incident or word 
which suggests different conceptions from those which we 
find in 1 Cor. xv. 3-4 belongs to an archaic tradition, earlier 
than the period which preceded the separation between the 
Christianity of Jerusalem and the Christianity of Paul. This 
takes us back so far that we have the right to say that such 
conceptions may be considered practically as primitive tradi¬ 
tions. For the same reason, every time that we find, attributed 
to Jesus or recommended by him, an attitude which is con¬ 
trary to that which is current in the very earliest form of the 
Church, there is room to suppose that we are in the presence 
of an historical fact. 

Let us define more clearly how this criterion is applied. In 
Matt. ix. 35-x. 40, we find the instructions which Jesus gives 
to his disciples whom he is sending out on a mission. If there 
is any passage which would be likely to be changed it would 
be this one, for in the instructions given by Jesus the Church 
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saw the charter of Christian missionaries, and she would 
naturally be tempted to adapt them to the actual situation 
in which the Christian mission was placed at the time of the 
redaction of the Logia and the Gospels. And indeed, this is 
what did take place. Now, Jesus says to his disciples: “Go 
not into the way of the Gentiles, and into any city of the 
Samaritans enter ye not 55 (x. 5). The preaching of the Gospel 
to the heathen and to the Samaritans is as old as the Christian 
mission itself; an exhortation which prohibits it cannot be 
a creation of the Church, but must belong to an older tradi¬ 
tion. We have here a saying of Jesus whose authenticity is 
guaranteed by the fact that it is opposed to the practice of 
the early Christian mission. 

The saying of Jesus before the Sanhedrin: “Ye shall see the 
Son of Man sitting on the right hand of power, 1 and coming 
in the clouds of heaven” (Mark xiv. 62) is authentic, because 
it contains no allusion to the resurrection, although primitive 
Christianity was only able to retain its faith in the parousia 
because it had the assurance that by his resurrection Jesus had 
triumphed over death. 

We might make similar remarks about the statement reported 
in Luke xvii. 24-25: “For as the lightning, that lighteneth 
out of the one part under heaven, shineth unto the other part 
under heaven; so shall also the Son of Man be in his day. 
But first must he suffer many things, and be rejected of this 
generation.” Here there is no mention either of death or of 
resurrection. If this were a creation of Christian tradition it 
would be inexplicable. 

Thus, in certain cases at least, we have at our disposal a 
criterion which permits us to establish the authenticity of some 
of the sayings of Jesus. Doubtless the number of these is limited. 
The words of Jesus of whose authenticity we can be quite sure 
cannot, however, be measured in the same way. The principle 
which has been laid down cannot be used in the opposite 
sense, and we have no right to affirm that every word or 
saying of Jesus which is in harmony with the conceptions of 
the Christianity of the Apostolic age is not authentic. 

The sayings of Jesus whose authenticity can be established 
can, in their turn, serve as a touchstone for estimating the 

1 That is, of God. 
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authenticity of other sayings, which are either in connexion 
with, or in complete harmony with them. The sayings which 
are admitted to be authentic become centres of crystalliza¬ 
tion, around which gather the other reliable elements of 
tradition. 

To this criterion of the basis we may add another of form. 
It is not absolute, and it cannot always be used. However, 
its application, although a delicate matter, ought not to be 
neglected. The sayings of Jesus are very original in form, not 
at all Greek, but rather Hebrew, characterized by parable, 
by the use of images, and, in the aphorisms, by a construction 
which may appear learned, but which is quite spontaneous, 
and consists in a series of short statements which, are repeated, 
urged, or contrasted. The Gospel tradition did not recognize 
this originality in the form of the teaching of Jesus . 1 At any 
rate it did not attach much importance to it, since when we 
compare parallel passages from the Logia we find that the 
original structure of the words of Jesus has often been broken 
and this quite as much by Matthew as by Luke. Thus it cannot 
have been created by tradition. This form, on the other hand, 
certainly belongs to a period earlier than that when the 
tradition was transplanted to Hellenistic soil. Now this transfer 
was made very early, under the influence of the missionary 
work of the Early Church, and in order to meet the needs 
of the Christian groups speaking the Greek language. When¬ 
ever we can recognize the typical form of the words of Jesus 
we are confronted by ancient material. The consideration of 
the form is not a decisive criterion, but the fact that it can 
create an assumption of authenticity means that it is worth 
noting. 


IV. The Organization of the Material 

The application of the critical method may furnish some 
isolated fragments of material, but, properly speaking, it 
cannot produce a Life of Jesus. We may apply to history what 
Henri Poincare says about science in general: “Science is 
composed of facts as we build a house with stones; but an 

1 See further on, pp. 300 ff. 
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accumulation of facts is no more a science than a heap of 
stones is a house .” 1 A collection of the authentic sayings of 
Jesus, and a series of episodes—which are absolutely historical 
—in which he plays a part, do not constitute a Life of Jesus. 
After the labour of the critics, which is the indispensable basis 
of research, comes the work of the historian, whose aim it is 
to set in order the facts which have been accepted as reliable, 
from the threefold point of view of chronology, geography, 
and psychology, to link them together, and to explain one set 
of facts in the light of another. In other words, to use the 
celebrated passage in Ezekiel, it is the business of the historian 
to “breathe upon these dry bones that they may live.” 

From the very beginning research into the facts of the life of 
Jesus has been carried on in the critical sense, impelled by 
the desire to clear the ground, and to gain liberty for research. 
This spirit has survived, although the reasons which gave it 
birth no longer exist. The problem of the life of Jesus is 
dominated by a tradition which has behind it the privilege 
of a long past, the veneration of which it was the object, and 
the religious authority which is attributed to it. First of all 
it was necessary to gain full liberty of movement for the 
scientific spirit. This has given rise to a spirit which, if not 
exactly hostile, is at least suspicious of tradition, and is not 
favourable to historical work. The preponderance of critical 
and negative considerations has also been encouraged by the 
manner in which the problem was stated not so long ago, 
when the sole aim of criticism was to determine which of 
the four Gospels gave the account which was nearest to 
primitive tradition. Once this question was settled it was 
thought that all we had to do was to bring to the narrative 
which was retained the additions and alterations suggested 
by comparison with the other Gospels, bearing in mind, at 
the same time, the suggestion that in some of the narratives 
the imagination of the narrators, and the current ideas of their 
time, may have coloured their accounts of the miracles. While 
this method predominated, the work of the historian was 
reduced to something secondary; all he had to do was to 
comment, to illuminate, at certain points to purify, the text, 

1 Henri Poincare: La science el Vhypothkse , p. 168. 
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and to show the connexion between facts which are simply 
placed side by side. 


At the present time the situation is quite different, but the 
change in the position of the problem has not been accom¬ 
panied by a corresponding renewal in method. It is time to 
attack, in a more broadly historical spirit, the problem of the 
arrangement of the material of the life of Jesus which can 
be retained as ahthentic. In order to do this we need a method 
which will be Both supple and varied, which seeks to seize 
the significance of the internal relation of the facts to each 
other, which tries to understand them (if one may put it like 
this) from the inside, by entering into the psychology of those 
who have been the. actors in the story, by an attempt to revive 
their state of mind\ through an effort of intelligent sympathy 
and understanding. A religious history, less than any other 
kind, cannot be reduced to a simple record of facts set down 
in succession; it needs psychology and intuition. This does 
not mean the construction of an ideal 'and unreal story, it 
does not mean supposing or imagining facts, but only the 
interpretation of those which have been verified, the effort to 
understand them and to relate them to each other. This cannot 
be done, doubtless, save by conjecture, but conjecture of this 
kind is lawful, if it confines itself to those ideas and sentiments 
which are verified by the passages concerned. 


V. The General Setting of the Life of Jesus 

In a very general way the framework of the life of Jesus is 
supplied by the fact that he first appears on the scene in 
connexion with John the Baptist, then goes into Galilee to 
preach; after that he quits that province for Judaea; at Jeru¬ 
salem he is sentenced to death, for political reasons no doubt, 
at least in part, since it is a Roman tribunal which sends him 
to the Cross, but only after he had announced his return on 
the clouds of heaven before the Sanhedrin. 

The principal effort of the historian should be directed, 
naturally, towards what may be called the crises of the Gospel 
story: the return into Galilee, the journey to Judaea, the 
Passion. It cannot be denied that external circumstances 
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played an important part in these crises. The hostility of 
TIerod, for example, forced Jesus to leave Galilee, and when 
Pilate sentenced Jesus to death he was moved by the deter¬ 
mination to preserve public order in the province which he 
governed. Nevertheless, the crises which occurred in the 
ministry of Jesus were due chiefly to psychological causes; 
they were occasioned by the reaction caused by his preaching 
and the development of his thought, under the influence of 
his own experiences, and by the deepening of his religious life. 

Thus there is a direct relation between the thought of Jesus 
and the exterior events of his life. This relation is complex, 
for it was the teaching of Jesus which roused the political 
authorities and the representatives of the religious tradition 
of Judaism against him, and on the other hand, the hostility 
of which he was the object meant that Jesus was faced by 
two alternatives: either he must give up his work, or he must 
think out what measures he must take—first of all an itinerating 
ministry and then leaving Galilee—in order to be able to 
continue. The reflection imposed upon Jesus by circumstances 
led to a deepening of his thought and of his convictions, and 
in a certain sense also to a transformation of his ideas, since 
pressure of events forced him to incorporate the ideas of suf¬ 
fering and defeat into the conception of his work, ideas which, 
in any case, did not play such a large part at the beginning 
as at the end of his ministry. Thus we may say without paradox 
that the history of Jesus is the history of his thought, and as 
this thought was simply the direct result of his religious 
experience it was a religious history. It is thus, by the contact 
which the facts present with the various aspects and factors 
of the thought of Jesus, that they can be classed between the 
two extremes of the Gospel narrative: the connexion of Jesus 
with the movement initiated by John the Baptist, and the 
crucifixion of Jesus at Jerusalem. 

From the outset we can see that in the first and in the last, 
at least, of the three crises of the ministry of Jesus, that is 
to say: in the separation from John the Baptist and in the 
Passion, it was interior motives and states of soul which played 
the decisive part. It was a different conception of the con¬ 
ditions of salvation which made Jesus decide to cease being 
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simply a disciple and an associate of John, and although 
exterior causes, the hostility of the Jews and the hesitations 
of Pilate, played a part in the drama of the Passion, they do 
not explain it, for Jesus was perfectly aware of the perils to 
which he was exposed in coming to Jerusalem and in staying 
there; he might quite well have stayed in some remote place, 
and if he had consented to renounce his message and deny 
his own claims before the Sanhedrin and before Pilate prob¬ 
ably he could have saved his life. The fact that he died was 
due to his loyalty to his vocation. The deep explanation of 
the Passion, therefore, must be sought first of all in the interior 
life of Jesus. Although perhaps less evident at the first glance, 
it is also in the soul of Jesus that we must seek for the explana¬ 
tion of his departure from Galilee, for if he had left it simply 
on account of the threats of Herod, he would not have gone 
to Jerusalem to expose himself to dangers far greater than 
those from which he fled. 

Paradoxical as it may seem, the thought of Jesus is more 
accessible than his life. A man like Rudolf Bultmann, who 
thinks that it is impossible to have any certainty about the 
events in the life of Jesus, save that he lived and that he died, 
has yet felt able to give a picture of his teaching . 1 The faith 
of the Early Church in the resurrection of Jesus, and the 
interpretation of the drama of the Passion, which was elabo¬ 
rated under the influence of this faith, have given to the 
religious and theological thought of primitive Christianity a 
unique, definite, and precise character. In the words attributed 
to Jesus it is not difficult to discern those which are only a 
projection into the past of the faith of the Church. The thought 
of Jesus, further, is peculiarly simple and coherent in character; 
it is in direct relation with a religious experience which doubt¬ 
less we are not in a position to understand in its depth, but 
of which we are able to perceive the dominant features. This 
is a great help in analysing and reconstructing his thought, 

1 Bultmann: Jesus. It is true that Bultmann (p. 17) says that nothing in 
his book would be changed if the proper name Jesus were understood as 
representing the thought of the first Christian generation. The account he 
gives of the thought of Jesus is, however, so connected, and represents so 
personal a way of thinking, that it is difficult to see how it could be under¬ 
stood as a collective way of thought. 
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but it is only of use, I need scarcely point out, for the funda¬ 
mental elements and the leading ideas, and not for the details, 
particularly where applications of principles are concerned. 
Although the spirit of the moral teaching of Jesus, for instance, 
cannot be confused with anything else, there are in the Gospels 
some precepts of which we can never say with certainty whether 
they have been formulated by Jesus, or whether they are only 
applications of his teaching made by his disciples. 

VI. What a “Life of Jesus” May Be 

We must resign ourselves to remain ignorant of many things 
about Jesus which we would like to know, and we must be 
content to do without the complete and detailed account 
which we would so much like to possess. In any sketch which 
may be attempted large blanks will remain. During the whole 
of his youth, the whole of that important period during which 
the personality is being formed and the foundations are being 
laid for the future work of a human being, we know absolutely 
nothing, and all Lives of Jesus will lack that solid scaffolding 
of chronological information which supports and holds together 
the effort to read the story of the past. Although it is possible 
to fix the date of the death of Jesus with a precision which 
is not always attained in chronological estimates of ancient 
history, it is impossible to calculate, other than by conjectures, 
the total length of his ministry and of its various periods. 

For the historian who seeks not only to state the facts but 
to understand them, the main lines of the life of Jesus are clear. 
He sees the facts becoming coherent and orderly, although 
when they are regarded solely from the critical point of view, 
that is to say, from the exterior, they are, or appear, so much 
like membra disjecta that at first one has the impression that 
it would be utterly useless to try to gather them into a coherent 
whole. 

But, some may object, a Life of Jesus on the lines you suggest 
will contain a large element of conjecture ? 1 This cannot be 

* Cf. this remark of Camille Jullian : “The duty of the historian is not 
to forbid himself to make conjectures; they are a necessity to him if he is 
to connect with each other the rare details which remain from the past. 
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denied, but in historical science this is inevitable. Even when 
the circumstances seem so favourable that all the historian 
has to do is to arrange the material at his disposal, after he 
has proved that it is reliable, it is impossible to attain an 
objective certainty like that whicn can be given by a mathe¬ 
matical experiment. The value of the documentary evidence, 
the competence and the good faith of witnesses, can never be 
proved in an absolutely rigid manner . 1 As in the case of all 
historical reconstruction, in the last resort every attempt to 
understand the life of Jesus must be based upon psychology. 
This method has its dangers; this becomes evident when we 
recall the anachronisms implied in the interpretations of some 
thinkers whose subtle speculations ignore the realism of the 
view of the future by which Jesus lived, picturing him as a 
modern man, and even as the ideal of the religious man. 
The moment we enter the realm of psychological interpre¬ 
tation the danger of falling into subjectivism and arbitrary 
modernization is great. But, as Wernle remarks , 1 the science 
of criticism is there precisely to guard against this danger. 
This it does first of all by showing how far the mentality of 
a Palestinian of the first century differs from that of a European 
of the twentieth century, and this will save us from attributing 
to Jesus our own ways of thinking and feeling. Also this warns 
us to keep the text in mind all the time, in order that we may 
add nothing to it of our own, and may only use psychological 
methods in order to understand the text, but not in order to 
supplement or alter it. One point, however, must be made 
quite clear: although we thus give an important place to 
psychological interpretation, and even to intuition, in the 
study of the problem of the life of Jesus, we do not leave the 
ground of history, for although, in principle, the historical 
method is one, it must still be adapted to the object which 
it is studying. We do not study the history of a war in the 
same way that we examine the history of a social movement, 
nor the history of science like that of art. A religious movement 
—and is the life of Jesus anything other than a religious move- 

But it is equally his duty, both as a scholar and a man, to say plainly 
which ideas are his own and which are based on the documents’* (Les 
prkursewrs de Clovis , Revue de Paris , August 15, 1928, p. 752). 
x Wernle : Jesus , p. vi. 
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ment?—can only be understood with the aid of psychology. 
A religion cannot be grasped externally like a mathematical 
formula. In order to understand something of its intimate life, 
the study must be approached in a spirit of sympathy and 
comprehension. In order to understand Buddhism we must 
look through the eyes of a Buddhist, in order to understand 
Islam we must look through the eyes of a Muslim, and in 
order to understand the thought of Jesus we must have or 
we must acquire the spirit of a Christian. Erudition is indis¬ 
pensable, but where there is nothing else, an essential element 
is lacking . 1 The Jesus whom it will paint will not be the real 
Jesus. As Wernle says, in order to understand Jesus, the 
historian ought to have in himself something that is like Jesus 
(etwas Jesuaehnliches ). 2 And perhaps it is for that reason that 
in the last resort it is possible, for instance, to outline some 
features in the personality of Jesus, to perceive some elements 
in his history, but not to make a complete portrait of him 
nor to compose a detailed biography. 

In addition there is at our disposal a method of verification 
which, until now, has not been used as much as it might have 
been. The life of Jesus has been studied far too much in 
isolation, and people have forgotten that it is only the first 
chapter of Christianity. By separating the story of Jesus from 
the story of the development which ensued we have lost the 
aid of much valuable material which would throw a great 
deal of light on the Gospel history itself. Indeed, in my opinion, 
it is evident that no conception of the teaching and the life 
of Jesus can be regarded as valid unless it can fit naturally 
into a wider narrative. Hence, having set forth my views 
concerning Jesus and his work in this first volume, I hope to 
publish a second volume which will explain how the growth 
of Christianity, in its essential elements, is, in my opinion, 
connected with his work, and indeed, springs directly from it. 

1 Cf. this opinion of Louis Bertrand : “Hence comes, in matters of religious 
history, the superiority of a Renan to the ordinary devotees of learning and 
of what is called positive science. He is strong with the force which comes 
to him from his whole Breton and Catholic ancestry, and above all from 
his clerical education” (Revue des Deux-Mondes, December 1, 1926, p. 484). 

2 Jesus , p. vii. 
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VII. The Question of Miracle 

At this point it is impossible to avoid a discussion of a question 
which, although it may seem to be philosophical in character, 
has pressed very heavily on all research connected with the 
life of Jesus: the question of miracle; at least I must explain 
why I consider that it lies outside the sphere of this study. 

First of all, let us define more exactly the meaning of a term 
which is usually used as though its meaning were so clear and 
obvious that misunderstanding is impossible. The current 
meaning of miracle is that of a fact which differs from the 
ordinary course of events, a fact which does not seem to be 
explained by the play of natural forces, but is the result of 
supernatural forces. Thus an element of subjective apprecia¬ 
tion enters into the description of a fact as “miraculous . 55 Facts 
are not miracles because their miraculous character has been 
proved, but certain facts are, for a time at least, unexplained, 
and some people therefore regard these facts as miraculous. 
A fact could not be described objectively as a miracle save 
by someone who knew all the laws of nature and all the 
multiplicity of their possible combinations. 

There are two principal causes which may lead us to describe 
a fact as miraculous: the first is that it presents the observer 
with something unusual and inexplicable; the second is that 
the person who performs the miracle shall appear to be an 
unusual and impressive person, whose influence is so strong 
that people begin to think that he may possess supernatural 
powers. 


Renan has said that “the first principle of criticism is that 
miracle has no place in the fabric of human affairs, any more 
than it has in the order of the facts of nature . 5 ’ 1 Some theolo¬ 
gians, like Pere Pinard de la Boullaye, reply that the a priori 
denial of the possibility of certain facts is an unlawful prejudice, 
and that it is in reality non-scientific. In natural science, no 
seeker would systematically deny a fact simply and solely 
because he was unable to explain it by the laws which he 
knows. To do this, in the name of a science in process of 
1 Renan: Etudes d’histoire religieuse , Paris, 1859, P* vii. 


PROBLEMS AND METHOD 


217 


formation, would be to eliminate the documents and facts 
which it needs for its own progress. 1 What right have we to 
adopt a different attitude in history and to deny the facts 
whose causes escape us? We must acknowledge that P. de la 
Boullaye is right to this extent, that Gospel historians have 
sometimes adopted an attitude towards the question of miracle 
which can be explained from the philosophical point of view 
rather than from that of considerations of method, and that 
their position would have been stronger if they had remained 
upon the ground of facts, and had simply tried to register 
those which seemed to be established without trying to explain 
them all. In practice, however, it is difficult to maintain this 
position quite strictly, although in theory it is unassailable. 
In certain instances it seems impossible to avoid using the 
criterion of credibility. 

In order to show the position of the question, let us take an 
extreme example. The Gospel of Pseudo-Matthew, the Proto- 
Gospel of James, tells how when Jesus was a child, having 
amused himself with making some birds out of clay, he breathed 
upon them, and they came alive and flew away (27). 2 Let 
us suppose that this story has been reported in an ancient 
Gospel, and that it was presented to us with all the external 
guarantees that could be desired, would we accept it, or would 
we ask ourselves a preliminary question? Here we must make 
a distinction. In the hypothesis which we arc considering, we 
cannot refuse to admit the following facts : that Jesus did model 
the birds, that these clay birds may have disappeared, and 
that some living birds were seen flying near by. The element 
on which we suspend judgment is the explanation given in 
the text: namely, that Jesus breathed life into the birds. An 
attitude of this kind would be more scientific than that of 
denying the fact because those who reported it gave it an 
interpretation which to us seems inadmissible. 

.Let us see further how the question of miracle actually presents 
itself in practice. First of all, it is clear that a part, and perhaps 

1 H. Pinard DE LA Boullaye : Vetude comparee des religions, II, Des methodes , 
Paris, 1925, pp. 27 f. 

2 Tischendorf: Evangelia apocrypha , Leipzig, 1853, P* 89. 
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a large part, of the element of the marvellous which the Gospel 
records contain, must be put down to the account of tradition. 
We have not, however, the right to affirm that the primitive 
tradition did not contain any miracles, that is to say, any fact 
in which it might have seen something different from the play 
of natural forces. To people of the first century the miraculous 
did not seem in any way abnormal or extraordinary. The 
mentality of the time, being on this point what it was, it is 
not surprising that the events of the life of Jesus were con¬ 
sidered and related as being of a miraculous order; it would 
be far more extraordinary if the Gospels contained nothing 
marvellous at all, and the striking element in the Gospel 
tradition is its sobriety and the discretion with which the 
miraculous element is introduced; this would be far more 
evident than it is at present if we were to compare the Gospels 
with certain recent apocryphal works or with the Life of Apol¬ 
lonius of Tyana by Philostratus. 1 

Each record of a miracle ought to be studied by itself. It goes 
without saying that first of all we must eliminate every miracu¬ 
lous incident reported in conditions such that we would not 
hesitate to set it aside if we were dealing with a natural 
phenomenon. For instance, we do not need to ask whether 
Jesus possessed a natural or supernatural gift of healing a 
wounded ear, since it is Luke alone who tells us how he 
healed the ear of the servant of the High Priest (xxii. 51), 
and the other evangelists would not have omitted this detail 
if they had known of its existence. 

There is a whole group of miracles which should be placed 
in a separate category: these are those which are in the nature 

1 On the idea of miracle and belief in miracle in antiquity see R. Reitzen- 
stein: Hellenistische Wundererzdhlungen, Leipzig, 1906. O. Weinreich: Antike 
Heilungswunder . Untersuchungen zum Wunderglauben der Griechen und Romer , 
Giessen, 1909. P. Fiebig: Jiidische Wundergeschichten des neutestamentlichen 
Zeitalters, Tubingen, 1911. Antike Wundergeschichten zum Studium der Wunder 
des Neuen Testaments zusammengestellt , Bonn, 19n. To mention only one 
detail among many others, we know from the Talmud that some rabbis 
were supposed to possess the power of raising the dead. See A. Wuensche : 
Neue Beitrdge zur Erlduterung der Evangelien aus Talmud und Midrasch , Gottingen, 
1878, p. 373. Strack-Billerbeck : I, p. 560. 
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of a theological explanation. The accounts of the Virgin birth, 
the Transfiguration, and, at least, to some extent, of the 
Resurrection, belong to this category. Miracles of this type, 
although they are of primary importance in the history of 
Christian thought, mean nothing in the actual record of the 
life of Jesus. 

Mark (viii. n, 12) reports that on one occasion the Pharisees 
asked Jesus for “a sign from heaven, 55 that is to say, a marvel 
which would serve as his credentials as the Sent One of God; 
he replied : “There shall no sign be given unto this generation. 55 
This saying is certainly authentic, for it could not have been 
created by primitive Christianity which attached a great 
importance to the miracles of Jesus, and indeed regarded its 
very life as based wholly upon the Resurrection of the Lord, 
that is to say, on the greatest of the miracles. This leads us 
to think that Jesus did not want to work marvels, that is to 
say, acts of pure display. 1 

In this respect the accounts of the Temptation are also very 
significant. The Evangelists represent Jesus repulsing the sug¬ 
gestions of Satan in a categoric manner, who suggested that 
he should turn stones into bread, or cast himself down from 
the pinnacle of the Temple (Matt. iv. 3-7). Therefore we see 
that they did not consider Jesus a mere wonder-worker. Even 
if he did do works which made the impression of the mar¬ 
vellous, he did not consider them essential. They were not at 
the centre of his work, but on the circumference, and even 
on the fringe. 2 3 

Stories like those of Jesus stilling the storm (Mark iv. 35-41) 
or walking on the water (Mark vi. 45-52) are thus extremely 
doubtful, for they seem to have issued from the imagination 
of their narrators. The records of miracles contained in the 
Gospels should be used only with extreme caution. Are we 
to see in them the product of a pious imagination? or, as has 

1 We will show further on (pp. 371 ff.) another possible interpretation 
of this refusal. In any case the word of Jesus has been understood by Mark 

as the refusal to work a miracle. 

3 On the appreciation of miracles in primitive Christianity see the sug¬ 
gestive but slightly paradoxical book of A. Fridrichsen: Le problem du 
miracle dans le Christianism primitif\ Strasbourg, 1925. 
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been suggested by some, are we to think that they arose in 
the interpretation given of certain natural facts or of certain 
coincidences which impressed the spectators as marvellous? 
It is impossible to pronounce definitely in favour of either 
explanation. 

Though the stories of Jesus raising the dead and healing the 
sick may belong to a secondary stage in the evolution of the 
tradition, there can be no doubt that Jesus did heal the sick, 
or, according to the interpretation which was given of sickness 
in the setting in which he lived, that he did cast out demons. 1 

We must note, with regard to the healings accomplished by 
Jesus, that we possess two accounts in which the attitude of 
Jesus looks far more like that of a doctor who is proceeding 
towards a cure, than like that of a wonder-worker whose voice 
alone sets in motion supernatural forces. These two accounts 
are given by Mark (vii. 31-37, viii. 22-26). Matthew, who at 
this point in the story follows the record of Mark very closely, 
has not reproduced them. But he took care to replace the first 
by a general statement about healings (xv. 29-31), and he has 
given a quantitative equivalent of the second by saying that 
on his departure from Jericho Jesus cured two blind men 
(xx. 29-31), while Mark spoke only of the healing of Bartimaeus 
(x. 46-52). 

In the first of these stories of which we are speaking, a deaf 
man, whose speech was also affected, is brought to Jesus. Jesus 
takes him aside and puts his fingers in the ears of the deaf 
man, touches his tongue with saliva, then, looking up to 
heaven, Jesus sighs and says, “ ‘Ephphatha, 5 that is, ‘be opened. 5 
And straightway his ears were opened, and the string of his 
tongue was loosed and he spake plain. 5 ’ In the second incident 
Jesus also takes the patient by the hand, leads him out of the 
village, spits upon his eyes, 2 * * and lays his hands upon him. 

1 There is no need to distinguish between the healing of the sick and the 
casting out of demons, for according to the ideas of the time sickness was 
caused by the action of demons. 

2 Cf. with this fact the manner in which, according to John ix. 6-7, Jesus 

cures the man born blind. He spits on the ground, makes clay with his 

saliva, and puts this on the eyes of the patient, whom he then sends off 

immediately to go and wash in the pool of Siloam. 
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Then he asks the blind man if he can see anything. The man 
replies, “I see men as trees, walking.” “After that he put his 
hands again upon his eyes, and made him look up, and he 
was restored and saw every man clearly.” 

These two incidents, which are a curious mixture of medical 
procedure and of religious practices, like that of the laying 
on of hands and the word of command, justify us in thinking 
that most of the narratives which have been transmitted to 
us have undergone a process of simplification, and that in 
reality, in the healings accomplished by Jesus, it is impossible 
to distinguish quite clearly between the activity of the healer 
and the activity of the prophet or the Messiah. This is impos¬ 
sible, not only because the psycho-physiological mechanism 
of healings of this kind is unknown to us, but also because 
the distinction between these two elements was not made by 
the narrators, nor, in all probability, was it made by Jesus 
himself. 

Another detail preserved by Mark only confirms this con¬ 
clusion. We know that, according to the Gospel records, the 
disciples of Jesus, when they were sent out on their mission 
by their master, were in possession of the powers which he 
also possessed: powers of healing the sick and casting out 
demons. Now Mark, in telling of the activity of the messengers 
of Jesus, expresses himself thus: “And they went out, and 
preached that men should repent; and they cast out many 
devils, and anointed with oil many that were sick, and healed 
them” (vi. 12-13). The mention of the anointing with oil, 
which is not mentioned elsewhere, is also a confirmation of 
the medical element in the healings recorded in the Gospels. 
On the other hand, the fact that Jesus could not accomplish 
healings at Nazareth because of the unbelief of his fellow- 
townsmen, 1 shows that the attitude of mind of those who 
came to him for healing played a decisive part in the process 
of healing, and this confirms the idea that the psychological 
factor must have played a large part in them. Historians must 
confine themselves to the facts; it is for the doctors and 
psychiatrists to give the interpretation. 

None the less it is true that these healings were regarded 
as miracles both by Jesus himself and by those who were the 

1 See pp. 173 ff. 
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recipients of his bounty, or the witnesses of these incidents, 
and that the hostile Pharisees did not cast any doubt on the 
fact that they had been produced by a supernatural power 
(Mark iii. 22). Thus it was as miracles that these healings 
were regarded, both by those who witnessed them and by 
those who saw in them the confirmation of the idea that Jesus 
had received a divine mission; finally, they deepened the sense 
of vocation in Jesus himself. 


CHAPTER VII 


THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE GOSPEL NARRATIVE 

The only direct indication which we possess concerning the 
chronology of the Gospel narrative occurs at the beginning 
of the Third Gospel. Wishing to write as an historian, Luke 
follows the model given by Thucydides at the beginning of the 
history of the Peloponnesian War (II, 2); he has also been 
influenced by the way in which the call of Jeremiah is dated 
(Jeremiah i. 2-3), so he expresses himself thus: “Now, in the 
fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, Pontius Pilate 
being governor of Judaea, 1 and Herod being tetrarch of 
Galilee, 2 and his brother Philip tetrarch of Iturea and of the 
region of Trachonitis ,3 and Lysanias the tetrarch of Abilene, 4 
Annas and Caiaphas being the high priests ,5 the word of God 

1 Pilate was Procurator of Judaea from 26 to 36. The attempt made by 
Eisler to prove that his period of rule began in the year 21 is based on 
hazardous conjectures, and forces us to correct the text in a very arbitrary 
manner. On this point, see my article R.h ., CLXII, 1929, pp. 245 f., and 
above, pp. 80 ff. 

3 Herod Antipas was Tetrarch of Galilee and of Peraea from 4 b.c. till 
a.d. 39. 

3 Philip was Tetrarch of Iturea and of Trachonitis from 4 b.c. till a.d. 34. 

4 There was a certain Lysanias, Tetrarch of Abilene, who was put to death 
in 34 b.c. Wellhausen (Lc., p. 4) and Schwartz (Die Aeren von Gerasa und 
Eleutheropolis , Nachrichten der Goet. Ges. dcr Wiss ., 1906, pp. 371 ff.) think 
that it is to him that Luke alludes. But it is known from an inscription 
(C./.G., 4521. Cf. Schurer, I, pp. 718 f., Ed. Meyer, I, p. 48), that there 
was another Lysanias who lived, at the earliest, in the time of Tiberius, 
and at the latest in the days of Nero. 

5 Lit. “Under the chief priest Annas and Caiaphas.” Some miniscules and 
versions only have or imply the plural, which is an evident correction. 
Luke cannot certainly have believed that there could have been two high 
priests who were in office at the same time; thus usually the passage is 
taken to mean that it is an allusion to the influence that Annas had pre¬ 
served after his deposition in 15 and during the term of office of his son-in- 
law Caiaphas (18-36). In support of this interpretation a passage from 
Josephus (V, 38, H 193) is quoted which speaks of the “high priests Ananios 
and Jesus son of Gamaliel” (Ananios was high priest for three months in 
62. Jesus, son of Gamaliel, his second successor, was in office from 63 to 65). 
This explanation does not take note of the singular ini apxiEpicog. In my 
opinion it would be better to admit that the original text had the name 
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came unto John the son of Zacharias in the wilderness” 
(iii. 1-2). 

One only of these indications of date gives us any precise 
information, namely, the first one: “the fifteenth year of 
Tiberius.” As Tiberius ascended the throne on the 19th of 
August, a.d. 14, Luke seems to suggest a date between the 
19th of August in the year 28 and the 18th of August in the 
year 29, or, rather, if we accept a very probable theory of 
Cichorius, 1 between the 1st of October, 27, and the 30th of 
September, 28. 

This chronological note is connected with the call of John 
the Baptist. How long was this before the beginning of the 
ministry of Jesus? This does not greatly matter, for the 
important point here is the way in which Luke represents the 
chronological connexion between John the Baptist and Jesus. 
At the moment of writing, John the Baptist already formed an 
integral part of the Gospel story; by this time his part was 
reduced to that of a mere forerunner; also Luke doubtless felt 
that the date which he gave for John would apply equally 
well to Jesus, perhaps even, as some have supposed, 2 not only 
to the baptism but also to his death, since Luke represents the 
whole length of the ministry of Jesus as less than one year. 
Otherwise it is difficult to understand why Luke (who was 
far less interested in John the Baptist than in Jesus) should 
have given a chronological note about John but not about 

of Caiaphas only, and that the name of Annas was added later, on account 
of the part assigned to him in the trial of Jesus by John (xviii. 13). 

1 Cichorius ( Chronologisches zum Leben Jesu , jV. T. IT., XXII, 1923, 
pp. 16—20), taking into account the fact that the Gospel of Luke appears 
to have been written at Antioch, and that, in Syria, from the beginning 
of the Empire until the end of the first century, the years of the reign were 
combined with the Syrian calendar by counting as one year the time which 
had elapsed between the coming of the Emperor and the following Sep¬ 
tember 30th, has proposed to call the period from October 1, 27, to Sep¬ 
tember 30, 28, the fifteenth year of Tiberius. Some authors (for instance, 
Joh. Weiss : Die Ev. des Markus und Lukas , Comm, of Meyer , I, 2, Gottingen, 
1892, p. 319) count the years of Tiberius not from his accession but from 
his association with the Empire (11-12). This system was not followed by 
Josephus nor by the Roman historians, and there is no reason to follow 
it now. 

2 Loisy: L'livangile de Luc , Paris, 1924, p. 133. E. Cavaignac: Chronologic , 
Paris, 1925, pp. 197 ff. 
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Jesus; also it seems strange that he should have given a date 
for the beginning of his ministry only, and not for his death, 
which, however, to the Christians was the culminating point 
of his work, and the fact of his life which, on the whole, ought 
to be the most easy to date. 

What value can we assign to the date provided by Luke? 
The fact that Mark gives no date proves nothing, in itself, 
save that the Gospel tradition did not contain, in this respect, 
any indication, direct or indirect, or that the Christians were 
not able to collect other than conjectural information about 
the chronology of the Gospel story*. Nor does John give any 
chronological data. We may, however, take it as certain that 
he knew the text of Luke. We have no right, however, to 
lay down the principle that Luke was only able to give the 
date of the fifteenth year of Tiberius on the authority of 
arbitrary combinations. The fact is, we are not in a position 
either to reject or to confirm this date directly, although 
when we remember the period in which it appeared we 
realize that it ought to be confirmed if we are to make 
use of it. 

At whatever moment John the Baptist began to preach 
repentance, his death, in any case, took place before that of 
Jesus; this we know from the fact that people were asking 
whether Jesus might not be John the Baptist risen from the 
dead (Mark vi. 14-16*, viii. 27-28*). Keim 1 claims to be able 
to fix the date of the death of John the Baptist in the following 
manner: according to the Gospels (Mark vi. 17 ff.; Luke iii. 
19-20), Herod Antipas is said to have imprisoned John the 
Baptist, then put him to death, because of the way he reproached 
him for his marriage with Herodias. According to Josephus 
(Ant., XVIII, 5, 1-2, 116-119), the reasons for which the 

prophet was executed were political. Antipas is said to have 
been disquieted by John’s influence over the people. The 
two reasons are perfectly easy to reconcile. The fact that, 
according to Josephus, the defeat inflicted on Herod by 
Aretas is regarded as a punishment for the murder of John 
the Baptist, would be still more intelligible if there had 
been some connexion between the matrimonial affairs of the 

1 Keim, I, pp. 621 f.; III, pp. 484 f. 


226 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

Tetrarch and the measures taken by him against John the 
Baptist. 1 

The marriage of Herod with Herodias led to a rupture 
between the Tetrarch and the king of the Nabataeans, 
Aretas IV, whose daughter he had married. In the year 36 
Aretas inflicted a crushing defeat on the troops of his former 
son-in-law. Keim thinks that Aretas waged war against 
Antipas as soon as the latter had dissolved his marriage. This 
argument is not at all conclusive; Josephus says explicitly 
that the second marriage of Antipas was “the beginning of the 
hatred” (dpx 7 ? *xQp a s) between Aretas and himself. This 
would have been differently expressed if the two enemies had 
come to blows immediately. Aretas would have had to wait 
for a favourable occasion to revenge himself on Antipas. 
Such an occasion arose in the year 36 when the Romans were 
occupied with the war against Artabanus III, the King of the 
Parthians. 2 Under these conditions it is not possible to draw a 
definite conclusion concerning the date of the death of John 
the Baptist from the defeat of 36, and hence concerning the 
terminus a quo of that of Jesus. 

According to the Gospels, Jesus was crucified on a Friday, 
which, according to John, was the 14th of Nisan, and, according 
to the Synoptists, the 15th of the same month, that is to say, 
the day of, or the day after, the spring full moon in one year 
during the administration of Pilate, somewhere between 26 
and 36; thus it seems as though we could determine the date, 
or the probable date, of his death by calculating in which 
years between 26 and 36 the spring full moon occurred on a 
Thursday or a Friday. Calculations which have been made on 
this basis suggest that the date may have been the 7th of April, 
a.d. 30, according to the Synoptists, or the 3rd of April, a.d. 33, 
according to John. 3 

1 On these questions, see my book Jean-Baptiste, pp. 18 ff. 

2 Otto: Her odes, Beitrage zur Geschichte des letzten jiidischen Konigshauses, 
Stuttgart v 1913, col. 192. 

3 Achelis: Ein Versuch den Karfreitag zu datieren, Nachr. d. Goett. Ges. der . 
Wiss., 1902. Cf. Preuschen: Todesjahr und Todestag Jesu, Z-N.T.W., V, 1904, 
pp. 1—17. The date of April 7, 30, had already been given by Chavannes: 
Essai sur la determination de quelques dates de Vhistoire ivangelique. Revue de 
theologie, 1863, p. 228. 
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In spite of its apparent precision, this method can only 
yield results tainted with such an element of uncertainty that 
they are devoid of all value. The Jews had a lunar-solar 
calendar, that is to say, one in which the months were deter¬ 
mined by the phases of the moon. The length of the lunar 
revolution being 29 days, 12 hours, 44 minutes, 3 seconds, 
the length of the months was alternately 29 days and 30 days. 
On the other hand, the lunar year (354 days, 8 hours, 48 
minutes, 36 seconds) is shorter than the solar year (365 days’ 
5 hours, 48 minutes, n seconds) by 10 days, 20 hours, 59 
minutes, 35 seconds, whence the necessity for a correction 
aiming at securing the agreement of the calendar with the 
march of the seasons. This correction was made, at the end of 
the year, whenever it was considered necessary, by inter¬ 
calating a supplementary month which doubled the month of 
Adar and was called Veadar (second Adar). The alternation 
between the two kinds of months and the intercalation of the 
supplementary month were not fixed by any definite rule, 
but were decided in a quite empirical manner by the San¬ 
hedrin, according to their knowledge of the phases of the 
moon. Thus there is an element of uncertainty in the Jewish 
calendar which cancels its apparent agreement with the solar 
calendar. 

A passage in the Fourth Gospel furnishes a chronological 
indication which is all the more valuable because the narrator 
did not realize the significance of his remark from this point 
of view. After the Cleansing of the Temple, \^hen the Jews 
asked Jesus for a sign (that is to say, a proof) that he had the 
right to act as he had done, he said to them: “Destroy this 
temple and in three days I will raise it up. 55 The Jews did not 
understand, says the evangelist, that Jesus was speaking of 
his body and of the resurrection, and they reply to him: 
reororepaKovra kou ireatv OLKoSopLrjdrj 6 vads ovtos (ii. 20). 
The Temple of Herod not having been completed, according 
to Josephus ( A.J ., XX, 9, 7, 219), until during the adminis¬ 

tration of Albinus (62-64), the meaning of this saying is not 
“It took 46 years to build this Temple, 55 but “For 46 years this 
Temple has been a-building.” 

According to Josephus {A.J., XV, xi, 1, \\ 380), Herod began 
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the construction of the Temple in the 18th year of his reign, 
either in 20 or 19 b . c . (734-735 of Rome), the year when the 
Emperor came to Syria. 1 According to Dion Cassius (54, 7), 
this journey took place in the year 734 of Rome (20 b . c .), thus 
the building of the Temple was begun in the second part of 
the year 734 of Rome (20 b . c .). The phrase with which we are 
concerned having been uttered a little before the Passover, 
this Passover must have been that of 28 or 27, that is, it depends 
on whether we admit that the 46 years were wholly accom¬ 
plished, or whether there were still some months to elapse 
before they ended. 

John connects the saying of Jesus about the Temple with the 
Cleansing of the Temple, which he places at the beginning of 
the activity of Jesus. But he displaced this incident because, 
admitting that Jesus had been several times to Jerusalem, it 
seemed strange to him that on his last visit he should have 
experienced an outburst of indignation when he saw the 
sellers installed in the Temple, when, as John thought, Jesus 
must have seen this sight many times already. Further, the 
saying of Jesus about the Temple played an important part 
in his trial; it ought, therefore, to date from the end, and not 
from the beginning of his ministry. This seems to us to establish 
the fact that Jesus died during the Passover of the year 27 or 28. 

If we admit that the indication of Luke iii. 2 refers to the 
story of Jesus as a whole, which it places entirely between the 
1st of October, 27, and the 30th of September, 28, we may then 
claim that, by entirely different ways, we have arrived at the 
same result, which permits us, so we believe, to consider it as 
an established fact that Jesus died during the Passover of the 
year 28. 

This date is in closer agreement with the most certain facts 
in the Pauline chronology 2 than other later dates which have 
often been suggested. The second journey of Paul to Jerusalem, 
of which he speaks in Gal. ii. 1 f., must be placed, at the latest, 
during the early months of the year 44, since we know from 
Acts xi. 30-xii. 1 that Paul made his second visit to Rome at 

1 A different note, given elsewhere by Josephus (, J.W ., I, 21, 1, ^ 401), 
seems to refer to the establishment of the project. 

2 On the Pauline chronology, see Intr ., IV, 1, pp. 81 ff. 
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the time when Agrippa I was persecuting the Church, and the 
latter died at the beginning of the year 44. 1 Paul says that he 
went to Jerusalem for the first time three years after his con¬ 
version, and a second time fourteen years later (Gal. i. 18, 
ii. 1), but he does not say whether it was fourteen years after 
his conversion or after his first journey. The expressions which 
he uses ought not to be interpreted too rigidly as though he 
intended to say exactly after three times or fourteen times 
365 days. The three years and the fourteen years might mean 
3 years or 14 years less some months. In the first case, the 
sense is more than two years and less than four; in the second, 
more than 13 and less than 15. 

If the starting-point of the fourteen years, after which the 
visit at the beginning of 44 is placed, was Paul’s conversion, 
then this must have taken place approximately between the 
spring of 29 and the end of 30. If the fourteen years are 
reckoned from his first visit to Jerusalem we ought to push 
the date back to somewhere between the end of 24 and the 
-middle of 28. The impossibility of fitting this in to any system 
forces us to regard Paul’s conversion as the starting-point for 
the fourteen years, and, in consequence, to conclude that his 
conversion must be placed between the spring of 29 and the 
end of 30; this means that the period between the conversion 
of Paul and the death of Jesus covered a period of time which 
lies somewhere between one year and two years and a half. 
Now, there is in existence a tradition which seems to confirm 
this fact. We know that Paul considered that the manifestation 
of Christ which he saw on the road to Damascus was of exactly 
the same type as those which the other disciples had seen, 
and that it was the last of the series (1 Cor. xv. 5-8; cf. ix. 1). 
If we were sure of the length of time that the Early Church 
considered was occupied by these appearances we would then 
have a very valuable indication concerning the date of the 
conversion of Paul in relation to the death of Jesus. Among the 
various traditions which have been held on this point there is 
one to which we ought to pay special attention. This is the one 
which attributes to this period a length of eighteen months. 2 

1 Josephus: A.J ., XIX, 8, 2, Iffl 343 “ 35 2 ; 3 - w -> H> I! > Till 218-219. 

2 Harnack: Chronologische Berechnung des “ Tags von Damaskus” Sitzber . 
Berl. Ak. der Wiss ., 1912, pp. 673-682. 
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Irenaeus (Adv. haer ., I, 30, 14; cf. 3, 2) asserts that this view 
was current among the Ophites and among the disciples 
of Ptolemaeus, the Valentinian. It occurs also in the Ascension 
of Isaiah , which is not an heretical book but an ecclesiastical 
work of the second century. 1 Doubtless, the passages which 
support the tradition of eighteen months are of compara¬ 
tively early date. Nevertheless, the fact that this tradition 
is met with both in the Church at large and among the 
Gnostics means that we must find the date farther back than 
that which marks the real separation of the Gnostics from the 
Church. These indications are not sufficient for us to regard 
the tradition of the eighteen months as historical, but they 
are sufficient to make us regard the notion as not entirely 
devoid of value, above all, if we admit that we do not see how 
it could be explained by reasons of an allegorical or theological 
character. If it were well founded—which is, to say the least, 
not impossible—it would prove an interesting confirmation 
of the conclusions at which we have arrived. 

In the Early Church there existed a different tradition con¬ 
cerning the length of the life of Jesus and the date of his death. 
Irenaeus, 2 3 4 basing his theory on the tradition of the elders 
who knew John, that is to say, without doubt, on the testimony 
of Papias, and on the Fourth Gospel, says that Jesus died, not 
at the age of thirty but at fifty. The Acta Pilatii say that he 
died under Claudius (41-54). 4 Irenaeus was too conscious of 

1 9, 16. “And when he (the Son of Man) shall have defeated the angel 
of death, he will rise again the third day and will remain in this world 
for 545 days” (1 year (365 days) + 6 months (6 X 30 = 180) = 545 days). 

2 Adv. haer., II, 22, 5. Cf. Dem. de la prSdic. apost ., 74. 

3 Ch. 29 (Tischendorf : Ev. apocr ., p. 392 f.). 

4 Cf. also Hippolytus: Comm, on Daniel , IV, 23, 3. Salomon Reinach 
(A propos de la curiosite de Tiblre , C.M.R. , IV, p. 22) also quotes the fact 
that, in a whole series of the works of Christian art, of which some may 
even go back as far as the fourth century, John baptizing Jesus is repre¬ 
sented as a man of about fifty years of age and Jesus like a boy between 
ten and twelve. If John was baptizing about the year 30, Jesus would thus 
have been born between 18 and 20, and, if he died at the age of 30, he would 
have been crucified about the year 50. This tradition, if it really is a tradi¬ 
tion, cannot be connected with the one supported by Irenaeus, since, 
according to it, Jesus would have died at thirty and not at fifty years of age. 
It is, however, very uncertain whether we arc here dealing with a genuine 
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the value of the Canon of the four Gospels to have accepted a 
tradition which differed from them. Corssen 1 has remarked 
that, in the passage where the statement with which we are 
dealing occurs, Irenaeus says that after his baptism Jesus 
went three times to Jerusalem for the Passover. Here he follows 
the testimony of John and is flagrantly inconsistent with him¬ 
self. The tradition that Jesus died at the age of fifty, in Irenaeus 
or others who held the same view, seems to have had a double 
origin, which on the one hand was speculative: it was felt 
necessary that Jesus should have reached the age at which it 
was believed that man attains the fullness of his development, 
that is to say, the age of fifty, 2 and also exegetical: based on 
John ii. 20 ff., where the Jews say that forty-six years have gone 
to the building of the Temple, while, according to the evangelist, 
Jesus was thinking of his body when he spoke of the Temple; 
and on John viii. 57, where the Jews said to him: “Thou art 
not yet fifty years old”; from this Irenaeus has drawn the 
conclusion that Jesus attained the age of fifty during his 
ministry. The tradition that he was crucified during the 
reign of Claudius probably arose out of this exegesis. 

Luke, who places the beginning of the ministry of Jesus 
between the 1st of October, 27, and the 30th of September, 28, 
gives to the whole of his ministry a maximum of six months; 
as we shall see, this is not long enough. Luke must have made 
some error in the combinations which have led him to speak 
of the fifteenth year of Tiberius, or, what is possibly more 
likely, has attributed to the ministry of Jesus a shorter time 
than it seems to have covered in reality. According to Luke 
(iii. 23), at the moment when Jesus began his ministry he was 

tradition at all. At the time to which the works of art which we are con¬ 
sidering belong, the authority of the Canonical Gospels had been established, 
and was not challenged. Thus we must explain these works of art by the 
freedom accorded to artists, and that, in order to represent the baptism of 
Jesus, the artist took suggestions from what he knew Christian baptism to 
be in his own day. On this point, see Jeaji-Baptiste, pp. 205 f. 

1 Warum ist das vierte Evangelium fur das Werk des Apostels Johannes erkldrt 
worden? £JV.T.JT., II, 1901, p. 216. 

2 Hippocrates, according to Pseud. Philo , De opificio mundi , 105. Cf. Num. 
iv. 3, 30, 39, viii. 25. Irenaeus ( Ado . Haer ., II, 22, 4; cf. 18, 7) says that 
Jesus has hallowed all the stages of human life. 
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about thirty years old. Meyer 1 has observed that in the 
ancient world it was difficult to estimate the age of people 
exactly and that obituary notices are always given in round 
numbers with formulas like circiter , plus , minus. Hence the 
suggestion in Luke cannot be used as material upon which it 
is possible to base an exact date of Christ’s birth. 2 3 4 It is, however, 
the most certain date upon which we can depend, since the 
Gospels of the Infancy are legendary in character. The most 
we might add to this is a detail which occurs both in Matthew 
and in Luke, although their accounts are entirely independent 
of each other, namely, the fact that Jesus was born during the 
reign of Herod the Great. It is impossible to understand for 
what theological purpose this tradition could have been 
created. Thus there is some likelihood that it is historical. 
Herod died in the year 750 of Rome (4 b.c.) a little before the 
Passover—that is to say, in the month of March or April. 3 
The birth of Jesus seems to have taken place before that date. 4 

1 Ed. Meyer: III, p. 171, n. 

3 It may be that the age of thirty was suggested, as is thought by Turner 
(art. Chronology of the New Testament in Hastings's Diet, of the Bible , I, col. 405), 
by the fact that, according to Num. iv. 3, 47, it was that which was needed 
to be attained for the exercise of priestly functions. 

3 For the date of the death of Herod, see Schurer, I, p. 415, n. 167. 

4 This result—that Jesus was born, at the latest, in 4 b.c. —depends on 
admitting that an error was made by the monk Denis the Little, who, in 
525, was charged by the Pope, John I, to calculate the Paschal date at the 
moment when the close of the period 437-531 was approaching for which 
it had been fixed by Cyril of Alexandria. For the era then in use (the era 
of Diocletian which the Christians called the era of the Martyrs) Denis 
substituted a new era, that of the Incarnation. Denis fixed the Incarnation 
on March 25, 754, of Rome, and the birth of Jesus December 25, 754. 
Thus the year 754 of Rome became the year 1 in the Christian era. We do 
not know on what principle Denis made his calculations. Cavaignac 
( Chronologie , p. 14) thinks that he began with an idea of a Paschal cycle of 
532 years and that he fixed the date of the Passion for the 25th of March. 
Assuming that in the year 563 of the new era (279 of the era of the martyrs) 
Easter would fall on March 25th, he would have thus concluded that it 
fell on the same date in 31, and he would have fixed the birth of Jesus as 
having taken place thirty-one years before, by adding one year for the 
ministry of Jesus to the thirty years mentioned by Luke (iii. 23). 


CHAPTER VIII 


THE LENGTH OF THE MINISTRY OF JESUS AND 
ITS SETTING 

The question of the length of the ministry of Jesus is usually 
stated in such a way that it simply becomes one aspect of the 
problem of the Synoptics versus the Fourth Gospel. 

The Synoptic Gospels only mention one Feast of the Pass- 
over, namely, the one which was being celebrated at the 
moment when Jesus was crucified; according to them, his 
ministry must have lasted at the most a little less than a year. 
This is a minimum estimate, since the incident of the disciples 
plucking the ears of corn (Mark ii. 23 ff.*) must be placed 
before the time of harvest, which so far as the barley harvest 
is concerned, would be reaped a short time before the Passover; 
the wheat harvest is a little later 1 and would take place after 
the Passover. 

In the Fourth Gospel the ministry of Jesus is represented as 
certainly longer than in the Synoptic Gospels. After his 
meeting with John the Baptist in Peraea and the miracle of 
Cana, Jesus spends some days in Capernaum; then, a feast 
of the Passover being near (the first of those which John 
mentions), he goes up to Jerusalem (ii. 3). Thus the narrative 
begins some weeks before the Passover. After staying in Jeru¬ 
salem, and then on the banks of the Jordan with John the 
Baptist, Jesus returns to Galilee by way of Samaria. 2 3 At the 

1 Benzinger: art. Ackerbau bei den Israeliten , R.E., I, p. 137. R. Koppel 

( Palastina , Tubingen, 1930, p. 41) suggests the month of May. There might, 
of course, be a variation of some weeks, according to the position of the 
fields. According to Benzinger (p. 136) certain fields, which were par¬ 
ticularly well irrigated, could produce two harvests a year; but this would 
only occur rarely, and cannot be taken into the reckoning here. 

3 The phrase: “You say, there are yet four months and then cometh the 
harvest” (iv. 35), is interpreted by certain authors in a literal sense. According 
to them these words must have been uttered in December or January. 
But the words of Jesus seem to be spoken in an allegorical sense (cf. Matt, 
ix. 37*). Jean Reville (Q.£v. } p. 152) has suggested, with much probability, 
that this was a proverb. For a detailed discussion sec Intr., II, p. 263, n. 1. 
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beginning of chapter 5 another festival is the occasion for 
another journey to Jerusalem. But we are not told what 
feast it was. 1 It cannot have been a Passover or surely John 
would have mentioned the fact. Jesus then goes to the eastern 
shore of the Lake of Gennesaret. At this moment “the Pass- 
over, the Feast of the Jews, was at hand” (vi. 4). This is the 
second Passover. Jesus stays in Galilee until the time of the 
Feast of Tabernacles (September-October); he arrives in 
Jerusalem in the middle of this festival (vii. 14); he is still 
there on the Feast of the Dedication, in December (x. 22); 
then follows a visit to Peraea (x. 40-42) and a sojourn in 
Ephraim (xi. 54-57), separated by a visit to Bethany for the 
Raising of Lazarus (xi. 1-53). Jesus returns to Jerusalem on 
the eve of the Passover (xi. 55), and then the drama of the 
Passion takes place. Thus, according to John, the ministry 
of Jesus did not last one year but, at the very least, two. 

The critics are divided between these two systems: some on 
general grounds reject the evidence of John as entirely devoid of 
value, while others, arguing from the data given in the Synoptic 
Gospels themselves, try to prove that the activity of Jesus at 
Jerusalem must have lasted longer than they say, and even 
that it may have been repeated several times. A sentence like 
this: “O Jerusalem, Jerusalem . . . how often would I have 
gathered thy children together . . .” (Matt, xxiii. 37*) is 
difficult to understand if Jesus had only spent a few days in 
the Holy City. The tears which Jesus shed over Jerusalem on 
his arrival, according to the account in (Lukexix, 41-42), and 
the commentary on them in this sentence: “If thou hadst 
known, even thou, at least in this thy day, the things which be¬ 
long unto thy peace! but now they are hid from thine eyes,” 
suggests the idea of several rebuffs. These passages force us to 
make a considerable enlargement in the setting which the 
Synoptic Gospels give, or seem to give, to the Jerusalem 
ministry of Jesus. They do not prove or even suggest that 

1 We retain here the text of MSS. A. B. D. W. 0., “a feast.” Other MSS. 

C. L., etc.) read, “the feast,” which seems to refer to the Passover. 
This is what the MS. A says plainly: “the feast of unleavened bread.” 
MS. 131 has the feast of Tabernacles.” The least definite text is probably 
the most ancient. It is also the one for which there is most evidence. 
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Jesus went up to Jerusalem from Galilee several times. Some 
have suggested that there is a trace of an earlier journey in the 
incident of Jesus in the home of Martha and Mary reported 
by Luke (x. 38-42). Interpreting this story in the light of the 
Johannine story of the Anointing (xi. 1-2, xii. 1-11), it is 
usually localized at Bethany, at the gates of Jerusalem. But 
though it is evident that there is some connexion between the 
two narratives in which Mary sits at the feet of Jesus during a 
meal, and is defended by him against a charge brought 
against her because of her attitude, it is not legitimate to 
conclude from this that the tradition followed by Luke agrees 
with John in localizing the incident at the gates of Jerusalem. 
The third evangelist seems to have received the story of Martha 
and Mary in the form of an isolated incident. He does not 
connect it in any way either with what precedes it or with 
what follows. 1 

The problem of the setting of the Gospel story is more complex 
than it used to appear, since it is now established that the 
plans of the four Gospels, that of the Synoptics as much as that 
of John, are artificial creations, designed to group together 
into a coherent whole traditions which formerly had an 
independent existence. 

So far as the Johannine record is concerned, in particular, it 
must be added that its framework, which seems to be so clear 
and definite, is in reality empty. The evangelist does not take 
the trouble to fill in the interval which separates two con¬ 
secutive feasts with general statements. Thus, for the first 
year (ii. 13-vi. 4) he only mentions one visit to Jerusalem, 
which common sense forbids us to imagine to have lasted 
any longer than the usual sojourn of the pilgrims. Two incidents 
alone are described: the first is the Cleansing of the Temple; 
normally this should be placed at the arrival of Jesus in the 

1 Other indications of several journeys to Jerusalem which Sabatier (art. 
Jesus-Christ , Enc. Lichtenberger , VII, pp. 360 f.) has distinguished in the 
Synoptic tradition are still less conclusive. To give one instance only, in 
Mark iii. 7-8, crowds who come from Jerusalem are mentioned. Sabatier 
thinks that this proves that Jesus had been there. But this phrase is one 
which may very likely be an editorial addition, of which. it would be 
very unwise to make much. 
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city (ii. 13-22). Together with the discourse which is attached 
to it, at the most the whole would not occupy more than half 
a day. The second incident is the conversation with Nicodemus 
(iii. 1-21). The visit to John the Baptist (as the evangelist 
presents it) cannot have been very long, for the success of 
Jesus must have been remarkably swift to have provoked the 
jealousy of the disciples of John. The journey through Samaria 
only takes two days more than the usual time allowed for the 
journey (iv. 2-43). In Galilee, the healing of the nobleman’s 
son would not take more than two days (iv. 46-54). The story 
of the healing of the impotent man at Bethesda in chapter v 
would not take more than one day. Thus for the first year 1 
there is scarcely sufficient material to fill six to ten weeks 
with the incidents which are described, even on the broadest 
reckoning. 

For the second year nothing is narrated between the feeding 
of the multitude and the discourse uttered the next morning 
in the synagogue at Capernaum, which took place at a time 
when the Passover was near (vi. 1), and the departure for 
Jerusalem for the Feast of Tabernacles (vii. 1). Thus the period 
between April and September remains absolutely empty. 

The mention of the feasts which mark the stages in the 
narrative is stereotyped 3 and mechanical, which suggests that 
it is simply an editorial proceeding. 

The form of the narrative is not merely empty and artificial; 
it is actually incoherent. Two examples will show this: the 
accounts of the miracle at Cana (ii. 1-12) and of the healing 
of the nobleman’s son (iv. 43-54) are closely connected with 
each other. In both of them Cana is the centre of the activity 
of Jesus, and both are followed by statements which obviously 
have the same origin and which mark their order. The writer 
of these statements ignores the miracles accomplished at 
Jerusalem to which allusion is made in iv. 45, since he regards 
them as valueless. The transition between chapter v, where 
Jesus is at Jerusalem, and chapter vi, where it is said that 
he goes to the eastern shore of the Lake of Gennesaret, is 
also very unsatisfactory. The expression used would only be 

1 Or for the first two years, if the feast of v. 1 is a Passover. 

2 ii. 13, v. 1, vi. 4, vii. 2, xi. 55. 
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natural were he then leaving the western shore, whereas at 
the end of chapter v he was at Jerusalem, and there is no 
suggestion that he was then preparing to leave Judaea. 1 

The Fourth Gospel is a collection of fragments, each of 
which could really stand by itself; the author has placed these 
fragments alongside of one another with no concern for the 
final impression which this would create. His framework 
cannot be retained any more than that of the Synoptists. 

In order to try to solve the problem of the length of the ministry 
of Jesus, we must see whether it is possible to discover some 
data from the incidents considered in themselves, apart from 
their context. 

So far as the Synoptic Gospels are concerned, it will be useful 
to examine, on the one hand, the meaning and the bearing 
of the indications contained in the Galilean incidents, and, 
on the other, the significance of the indications relating to the 
importance of the activity of Jesus at Jerusalem. 

In the story of the plucking of the ears of corn (Mark ii. 33 f.) 
the ripeness of the ears is not an accessory detail which may be 
considered merely as an embellishment of the narrative ; 2 3 
thus the incident took place about the time of the Feast of the 
Passover;3 the Synoptic Gospels place it at the beginning of 


1 It has been proposed that the events of the narrative would run more 
smoothly if the order of chapters v and vi were inverted. But then, at the 
beginning of chapter vii, it would be related, or, rather, implied, that 
Jesus returned into Galilee only to leave it again immediately. 

2 As “the green grass” upon which the hearers of Jesus were seated at 
the moment of the feeding of the multitudes may be (Mark vi. 39). The 
grass is dried up in Palestine from the moment the spring is over, hence 
sometimes this detail has been used to prove that the leeding of the multi¬ 
tudes took place in the spring. But the detail of the green grass is not 
essential enough to be certain that it belongs to the original source, especially 
since it is not found in Matthew, nor in Luke. We must also take into account 
the fact that the grass would remain green in the neighbourhood of water, 
and that it would be natural to suppose that Jesus chose the bank of some 
water-course or the neighbourhood of a spring to speak to the people and 
to feed them. 

3 We can infer nothing from the expression “the sabbath second-first” of 
Luke vi. 1, for we do not know what it means; the most plausible con¬ 
jecture is that it is due to an error in transcription. 
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the ministry of Jesus, immediately after the first day at 
Capernaum, but since it is inserted in a series of incidents 
which are grouped together because they have certain 
elements in common, 1 we cannot be sure that it really 
belongs to the beginning of the ministry of Jesus. All that 
we can affirm is that Jesus began his public activity, at the 
latest, a little less than a year before the moment when it 
ended. 

The incident of the Temple Tax (Matt. xvii. 24-27) which 
had to be paid in the month Adar is too doubtful to be used. 
If we can retain anything of it (which is very uncertain, as it 
is so closely connected with a question which was of moment 
to Judaeo-Christians) in any case, it would have to be disso¬ 
ciated from the miracle of the tribute-money, and then nothing 
would be left which would permit us to localize it in Galilee 
rather than in Judaea. 

These data are certainly meagre. They lead us to the negative 
conclusion that there is nothing in the Synoptic Gospels 
which would lead us to suppose that the ministry of Jesus 
lasted more than one year. 

In my opinion, however, we can arrive at more definite 
conclusions with regard to the Jerusalem ministry. 

In Mark, Jesus arrives at Jerusalem, makes a solemn entry 
into the city, visits the Temple, and in the evening returns to 
Bethany with the Twelve (xi. 1-10). The following day, as he 
is walking into Jerusalem, he curses a fig tree upon which he 
can find no fruit (xi. 12-14), then he goes to the Temple, 
expels the sellers of merchandise, and in the evening goes out 
of the city (xi. 15-19). The third day, passing by the fig-tree, 
he sees that it has dried up (xi. 20-25). H e again visits the 
Temple, where a good deal of teaching and discussion takes 
place, which is ended by some severe words addressed to the 
Pharisees (xi. 27-xii. 40) and by the episode of the widow’s 
mite (xii. 41—44). When Jesus leaves the Temple he announces 
its destruction to his disciples (xiii. 1-4), and, in response to a 
question which they ask him about the moment when this 

' The grouping of the conflicts (ii. i-iii. 6) is earlier than Mark, as is proved 
by the conclusion of iii. 6, which gives a note which is neither repeated nor 
utilized in the following course of the narrative. 
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prophecy will be fulfilled, he pronounces a great eschatological 
discourse (xiii. 5-37). 

Then begins the story of the Passion, which opens, so we are 
told, two days before the Passover, that is, on the 12th of 
Nisan. Jesus is still at Bethany, where the Anointing 1 takes 
place—the chronological indication of xiv. 1 does not tell us 
the exact moment when this takes place. 

Three points strike us in this narrative, apart from any 
comparison with the parallel passages—the first is that the 
three days of the activity of Jesus at Jerusalem are filled in a 
very unequal manner; the first two days are almost empty, 
save for the entry into the city, on the one hand, and the 
Cleansing of the Temple on the other, while the third day is 
filled with a whole accumulation of discourses and contro¬ 
versies. The second fact is that the indications relating to the 
division into days are in very close connexion with the two 
elements in the story of the fig-tree. It is not even said that 
Jesus returns to Bethany, on the evening of the last day ; he is 
there, however, at the moment of the Anointing (xiv. 3). 
The third, finally, is this: that the two occasions on which 
Jesus returns to Bethany which are directly reported, separate 
incidents which seem to be organically connected. The first is 
inserted between the entry into Jerusalem and the Cleansing 
of the Temple in such a way that the triumphal or quasi- 
triumphal march of Jesus breaks off suddenly, and finishes 
like any other traveller’s visit to the Temple: “And . . . Jesus 
entered into the Temple and when he had looked round 
about upon all things, and now the eventide was come, he 
went out into Bethany with the Twelve” (xi. n). In Matthew 
and Luke the record is quite different: here the entry into 
Jerusalem serves as an introduction to the account of the 
Cleansing of the Temple. Likewise, the second return to 
Bethany and the conversation about the fig-tree which withered 
away (xi. 19-25) separates, most unfortunately, two incidents 
(the Cleansing of the Temple and the question of authority) 
which may well have been formerly very closely related to 
each other; for it would have been, at the very least, - interesting 
to hear the question put to Jesus: “By what authority do you 

> I do not go into this in further detail here as the subject recurs in con¬ 
nexion with the Last Supper,and the question of the day on whichjesus died. 
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do these things?” (xi. 28) not as a sort of general and rather 
theoretical question, but as a sort of challenge addressed to 
Jesus, urging him to justify what he had just done in the 
Temple. 

The account of the Jerusalem ministry in Matthew covers 
only two days. The first is occupied with the entry into 
Jerusalem and the Cleansing of the Temple, after which 
Jesus returns to Bethany, to spend the night there (xxi. 1—17). 
The episode of the fig-tree (xxi. 18-22), which is not, as in 
Mark, broken up into two elements, takes place the next 
morning, as Jesus is on his way to Jerusalem. The second day 
is still fuller than the third day in Mark, for, in addition to all 
the elements given by Mark (with the exception of the story 
of the widow’s mite), Matthew gives several more (between 
xxi. 28 and xxv. 46). The chronological indications of the 
story of the Passion are the same as in Mark. 

Luke’s account includes very nearly the same elements as 
that of Mark, but it does not contain the cursing of the fig- 
tree, nor the division into days; at the end of the narrative 
only he has a little note which says that Jesus spent his days 
teaching in the Temple, and that in the evening he went out 
of the city and passed the night on the Mount of Olives 
(xxi. 37). Neither in this remark, nor elsewhere, does Luke 
provide any direct indication of the length of the visit of 
Jesus to Jerusalem. His account gives the definite impression, 
however, that this visit, without being very long, was longer 
than the two days of Matthew and the three of Mark. 

A comparison of these three accounts shows that from the 
episode of the fig-tree onwards the chronological order is the 
same. If this incident is not historical, the division into days 
automatically disappears. 

Some exegetes think that the incident of the fig-tree is only 
another rendering of the parable of the barren fig-tree (Luke xiii. 
6-9) 1 completed by some instructions on prayer, drawn from 
the Logia . 2 The characteristic element in the parable, however, 

■ Joh. Weiss r Aelt. Ev., p. 381. Loisy: Syn., II, pp. 28 f. 

2 The instructions concerning prayer are only connected with the incident 
of the fig-tree in an artificial way. They seem to come from the Logia, as is 
proved by two facts: (a) Mark xi. 25 has a parallel not in Matt, xxi, but 
in Matt. vi. 14; (6) Mark xi. 22-23, and Matt. xxi. 21, have a parallel 
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is the idea of a delay granted to the fig-tree, and in the incident 
related by Mark and Matthew there is no trace of this feature. 
Hence the agreement between the two passages is too imperfect 
for us to regard it as in any way proved that there is a literary 
connexion between them. 

It is difficult to be sure of the meaning of the incident. The 
explanation which seems most probable is that which has 
been suggested by Schwartz, 1 who regards this as an etiological 
story. The suggestion is this: on the road from Bethany to 
Jerusalem there may have been a withered fig-tree of which it 
was said that it would become green again at the moment of 
the parousia. 2 Embroidering this theme the Christians are 
supposed to have added that the tree was dry, because Jesus 
had cursed it because it had no figs. In any case, the incident 
is non-historical; it is a typical example of a miracle for 
purposes of display only. 

The division into days is in close connexion with the idea 
that Jesus passed the night at Bethany. Luke does not mention 
this, nor does he report the Anointing at Bethany. Now, the 
story of the Anointing, in the form given by Mark, is a secondary 
element. Bethany is not mentioned in the most ancient tradition 
about the Passion. If Jesus had been in the habit of spending 
the night at Bethany until then, how would Judas have known 
on the night of the arrest that he would find Jesus in the 
Garden of Gethsemane? We arrive, therefore, at this con¬ 
clusion : that the primitive tradition gave no precise indications 
about the stay of Jesus in Jerusalem. None the less, if we look 
at the record of Luke (which on this point seems to have 
preserved the most exact details), the reader gains the im¬ 
pression that this sojourn was brief. We have already seen that 
the words of Jesus about Jerusalem oblige us to expand the 
chronological framework which tradition seems to give us. 
But examination of the Synoptic Gospels alone does not help 
us to see to what extent this should be carried out. 

(doublet in Matthew), in Matt. xvii. 20= Luke xvii. 6. This latter saying, 
which speaks of a mountain being cast into the sea, must be Galilean. This 
shows the artificial character of the combination. 

1 Schwartz: Der verfluchte Feigenbaum, Z.N.T.W., V, 1904, pp. 80-84. 

2 There may be a trace of this legend in Mark xiii. 28-29. But this passage 
may have given birth to the legend. 
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In the Johannine account, the Galilean activity of Jesus has, 
in proportion, less importance than it has in the Synoptic 
Gospels; three incidents only are reported: the changing of 
the water into wine at the wedding at Cana (ii. i—xx), the 
healing of the nobleman’s son (iv. 43-54), and the feeding of 
the multitudes, coupled with the discourse at Capernaum 
which was connected with it (chap. vi). These three incidents, 
separated from one another by two visits to Jerusalem, form a 
solid block; this impression is confirmed by a close examination 
of the Jerusalem incidents by which the three Galilean frag¬ 
ments are separated from each other. In the first section, 
apart from the episode of the Cleansing of the Temple (ii. 14-22) 
(which should, in reality, be placed in the last period of the 
activity of Jesus) and the story of the meeting with John the 
Baptist in Judaea (iii. 22-iv. 3) (which belongs to the time 
which preceded the opening of his ministry), we only find two 
narratives. One, the conversation with Nicodemus (iii. 1-21) 
is a purely theological statement, for which the enquiry of the 
person who comes by night to see Jesus serves simply as a 
pretext; the other, the conversation with the Samaritan woman 
(iv. 4-42), taken in itself, does not necessarily imply a sojourn 
in Judaea. The historicity of the incident is also very doubtful 
because it is inconsistent with the principle laid down by 
Jesus that the Gospel must not be preached to the Samaritans 
(Matt. x. 5). It reflects a situation—the abolition of the Jewish 
cult and of the Samaritan cult—which did not exist until 
after the year 70, and we find in it also a series of ideas and 
expressions which are characteristic of Johannine theology. 

There is therefore nothing historically consistent in the 
Johannine narrative of the first sojourn of Jesus at Jerusalem, 
nothing which can be retained in order to establish the actuality 
of a journey of which the Synoptists did not know, or did not 
relate. 

The second visit to Jerusalem includes only one incident, 
the healing of an impotent man on the Sabbath day, at the 
pool of Bethesda (v. 1—13), with the discussion which it provokes 
(v. 14-47), 'which, starting with the question of the Sabbath, 
glides immediately into Christological questions which reflect 
the controversies between Jews and Christians current at the 
period when the Gospel was being composed. The account of 
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the healing contains some topographical indications 1 in which 
it is impossible to discover any allegorical significance, which 
must be derived from one source; they present certain 
obscurities which cannot be explained save on the supposition 
that they are due to the mechanical copying of a passage 
which the editor has not wholly understood because he did 
not know the places perfectly himself. 2 3 The word of Jesus to 
the impotent man: “Rise, take up thy bed, and go to thy 
house 55 (v. 8), is exactly the same as that which we find in 
Mark in the story of the healing of the paralytic (ii. n). The 
remark that the healing took place on the Sabbath day is a 
kind of postscript, that is to say, it occupies a position which is 
not very natural (v. 9). 3 It shows that the whole passage v. 9-16 
is editorial in character and is designed to introduce the 
discussion with the Jews (v. 17-47). But the connexion between 
the healing and the discussion it is supposed to provoke is 
most inadequate. The charge against Jesus is not that he 
healed the man but that he bade him carry his bed. Further, 
the discussion only touches slightly on the question of the 
Sabbath, and then passes on at once to the divinity of Jesus 
and his relation to the Father. 

Hence the only element in chapter v which is derived from 
tradition is a story of healing, localized at Jerusalem, and 
perhaps influenced by a story from the Synoptics, but which 
does not seem to be the same incident in another form. There 
is nothing to justify the opinion that the localization at Jeru¬ 
salem is not a primitive element in the narrative, but there is 
also nothing to indicate that this incident should be placed in 
relation with any other visit to Jerusalem than that which is 
mentioned in the Synoptic Gospels. The fact that they do not 
mention any healing being accomplished at Jerusalem can 

1 For these indications see G. Dalman : Les itineraires de Jesus, Topographie 
des iZvangiles, trad. Jacques Marty, Paris, 1930, pp. 402 f. 

1 The existence of a previous tradition is confirmed by the fact that the 
text does not express the idea which is necessary to make the incident 
intelligible, that a miraculous power was attached to the pool of Bethesda 
for the first sick person who would plunge into the water after it had been 
troubled by the angel. Several copyists have filled in this gap by adding 
3 b to 4 from the received text. 

3 The same indication occupies a similar place in the story of the healing 
of the man born blind (ix. 14). 
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be explained by the fact that, from their point of view, all the 
activity of Jesus in the Holy City had no other object than to 
bring to a head the fundamental disagreement which existed 
between himself and the Jewish authorities, in such a way as 
to provoke the drama of the Passion. There are, however, 
several suggestions (we shall have occasion to mention several 
in the course of this book) which show that the Jerusalem 
ministry of Jesus was not exclusively of this character. 

The third arrival at Jerusalem, described in chapter vii, 
corresponds to the one and only journey of which the Synoptists 
speak, in the sense that it mentions a definite departure from 
Galilee. But the Synoptic Gospels, without mentioning the 
precise moment of this departure, do not seem to have supposed 
that it took place much before the time of the Passover; John, 
on the contrary, places it before the Feast of Tabernacles 
(September-October) and says, further—a point which the 
Synoptic account ignores completely—that the stay of Jesus 
at Jerusalem was interrupted from the Feast of the Dedication 
in December until a few days before the Passover. 

At the beginning of chapter vii in John we recognize the 
utilization of a source which certain inconsistencies in the 
story permit us to disentangle, at least in part. 1 Jesus is remain¬ 
ing in Galilee, owing to the hostility of the Judaeans. 2 It 
is the eve of the Feast of Tabernacles. His brothers, who, it is 
explicitly stated, do not believe in him, advise him to go to 
Jerusalem in order that the disciples who are there may also 
see his works. Here the contradiction is manifest. Jesus is 
supposed to have abstained from going up to Jerusalem 
because he had not yet done any “mighty works” there, yet 
some disciples are already there. In ii. 23, the evangelist had 
alluded to the miracles which Jesus had worked at Jerusalem, 
and in chapter v he had narrated the healing of the impotent 
man at the pool of Bethesda. The conception of the evangelist, 
according to which Jesus had already been at Jerusalem and 

1 On this question see my study: Notes d'histoire evangelique, III, La venue 
de JSsus d Jerusalem pour la fSte des Tabernacles , R.h.r ., LXXXIII, 1921, 
pp. 123-162. 

1 I believe that here, as in other passages in the Fourth Gospel, the word 
*Iovdaloi does not mean Jews in general, but the inhabitants of Judaea. 
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had gained some disciples, is added to that of the source, 
according to which he was advised to go to Jerusalem in 
order to make disciples there also. 

It is not certain that, in the source, the advice to Jesus to go 
to Jerusalem was really given by his brethren who did not 
believe on him. Apart from this passage the brothers of Jesus 
are only mentioned in the incident at Cana (ii. 12); the story 
which relates that Jesus gave his mother into the care of the 
beloved disciple (xix. 26-27) seems to assume that his death 
would leave Mary alone and desolate; therefore the implica¬ 
tion is that she had no other sons. In xx. 17, the “brethren” 
ofjesus means his disciples, and this may have been the original 
meaning of ii. 12. 1 If this were the meaning of the term 
“brother” in vii. 4, the advice to go to Jerusalem would not 
have been given to Jesus in a hostile or ironical spirit; it would 
have been dictated by the desire to see his work extended. 

Jesus gives a very decided refusal to this request. He says 
that his time has not yet come, while it is always the time of 
those who are not exposed to the hatred of the world (vii. 6-9). 
The notion of the “time” (*cupo<r) gives a very definite indi¬ 
cation of the utilization of the source. It is distinct from that of 
the “hour” (<Spa), which means that of the death, or, as the 
evangelist says, of the glorification of Christ, the very end 
for which he was born into this world (xii. 23-27, xiii. i,xvii. 1). 

This “hour” will come at the moment appointed by God, 
without which the hostility of men cannot anticipate it (vii. 3°? 
viii. 20). The “time,” on the contrary, means the moment 
favourable for a public manifestation. The hatred of the world 
hinders it from coming. There is here a conception of the work 
of Jesus which is very different from that which is revealed 
in the idea of the “hour,” and it is much less dogmatic. The 
idea of a moment which might be favourable for a manifesta¬ 
tion of Jesus implies the idea that he did not come to this 
earth solely to die, at the hour appointed by God, but, if 

1 In ii. 1, at the arrival at Cana, the following are named: Jesus, his 
mother, and his disciples. At the departure (ii. 12) the brothers of Jesus are 
added. We may suppose that originally, in ii. 12, there were only the 
brothers and that the disciples were added later by a scribe who, not 
realizing that the term “brother” applied to the disciples, thought that 
their departure ought to be mentioned as their arrival had been. 
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possible, to act, in order to win his people, in spite of the 
hostility with which he was confronted. 

Thus a primary and important element in the source has 
been brought out clearly. The disciples of Jesus ask him to 
pursue his work by giving it, through the transference to 
Jerusalem, a new character. Jesus, judging that the moment 
is not opportune, refuses, and allows the pilgrims to depart. 

After their departure, Jesus also starts out for Jerusalem, but 
he goes secretly (vii. io). In the narrative the contradiction is 
blatant, for there is no explanation of this sudden change on 
the part of Jesus. His secret departure cannot be explained by 
suggesting that he wished to prevent his enemies from knowing 
of his presence in Jerusalem since the moment he arrived he 
began to teach publicly in the Temple. All becomes clear if 
we conjecture that in the original source Jesus did not refuse 
to go to Jerusalem but that he refused to go there in order to 
incite the people to a Messianic demonstration. 

Another trace of the source can be found in verses 14-15. 
While Jesus is teaching in the Temple, the Jews ask how a 
man who has never studied can speak as he does. This suggests 
that Jesus was a new-comer to Jerusalem, and cannot be 
attributed to the evangelist, who has also mentioned several 
times that he was teaching in the Temple. According to verses 
11-13, people are asking each other at Jerusalem, whether he 
will come up to the Feast. This suggests that he was so well 
known that no one would be astonished at the fact that he 
could teach. 

The words placed in the mouth of Jesus at this point are 
concerned with theological themes which really belong to the 
evangelist himself. Only now and again can one perceive a 
sort of distant resemblance to the source, which comes out in 
some details, which do not seem very relevant to this setting. 
In verse 32 it is said that the Pharisees send men to arrest 
Jesus. At this moment the Feast is at its height; it is the day 
when Jesus had first appeared in the Temple. Verse 37 takes 
us to the very last day of the Feast, and it is only later men¬ 
tioned that, as they listened to Jesus, the people were divided, 
that some wanted to arrest him but that no one dared lay 
hands on him, doubtless because they feared that his supporters 
would fight for him. Then we are told how the messengers of 
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the Pharisees return without having arrested Jesus, because, 
as they say, “Never man spake like this man!” (43-46). 
Furious, the Pharisees take counsel together and it is then that 
one of them remarks that the Law does not permit a man to be 
sentenced without a hearing. To which others reply that no 
prophet can come out of Galilee ( 47 ~ 5 2 )* This account contains 
several confusing statements, which can only be due to the 
fact that some fragments of the source are mingled with the 
record of the evangelist. We recognize also certain ideas which 
cannot be attributed to the evangelist, especially that of Jesus 
being welcomed by the crowd with an enthusiasm which 
neutralizes the hostility of the authorities and hinders them 
from taking action against him. It would be rash to attempt a 
reconstruction of the source. We can only gather that, according 
to it, the people listened to Jesus with approval, and that his 
enemies sought to thwart his activity, but did not, however, 
dare to push things to such a point that they would come into 
conflict with the crowds. 

We may also attribute to the source the words of viii. 20 a : 
“These words spake Jesus in the treasury, as he taught in the 
Temple,” because of the curious position of this indication in 
the midst of a course of teaching. We find another trace of it 
in viii. 30: “As he spake these words, many believed on him.” 
This detail does not seem to have much obvious connexion 
with the preceding words, where it is said that the Jews do 
not and cannot understand what Jesus is saying to them. It is 
still less connected with what follows, where Jesus does nothing 
but emphasize the irreconcilable differences which exist 
between himself and the Jews. In viii. 59 it is said that the 
Jews took up stones to stone Jesus but that he escaped from 
them. As it is not stated that this was because his hour is not 
yet come, this may be derived from the source. 

The healing of the man born blind (ix. 1-41) is indeed 
localized at Jerusalem, but this story does not contain anything 
which permits us to place it more at one moment in the 
ministry of Jesus than at another. 1 As for the allegory of the 

1 The episode betrays at least a considerable amount of editorial inter¬ 
vention, on account of the symbolical character of the miracle, the teaching 
which is attached to it, the unnatural way in which the detail relating to 
the sabbath is introduced, and, finally, because the Jewish authorities 
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shepherd which follows, 1 it is a fragment which has no special 
connexion with the Jerusalem ministry. 2 

Perhaps we find another trace of the source in x. 19-21, 
where it is said that the words of Jesus produce divisions 
among the Jews, some saying that he is possessed with a demon, 
the others objecting that no demoniac can speak as he does. 
The utilization of a source is more evident in x. 22. The 
scenes which precede it, from verses 7 to 14, have taken place 
at Jerusalem without any indication of a change of place, save 
the mention in viii. 59 of the departure from the Temple. 
Here we are anew in the Temple, in Solomon’s Porch. One 
change of time only has been indicated. In vii. 14 we were in 
the middle, and at vii. 37 at the last day of the Feast of Taber¬ 
nacles. Verse 22 of chapter x runs thus: “And it was at 
Jerusalem, the Feast of the Dedication, and it was winter. 
And Jesus walked in the Temple in Solomon’s Porch.” This 
phrase is too loosely connected with the preceding verses to be 
derived from the evangelist. It comes from a source, but not 
from that whose traces we have already noted from chapter vii 
onwards, for it is the beginning and not the close of a story 
which relates to Jesus at Jerusalem. The substance of that 
which follows ought to be assigned to the same source. The 
Jews surround Jesus and say to him: “How long dost thou 
make us to doubt? If thou be the Christ, tell us plainly!” 
This challenge implies teaching quite different from that which 
the evangelist has reported, and which evidently turned 
entirely upon the question of Christology. We must assume that 

inflict a penalty upon the man who had been born blind, namely, that of 
exclusion from the synagogue, which implies a situation which could only 
have existed after the destruction of the Temple. 

* The two sections are simply placed side by side; the allegory of the 
shepherd is addressed to the disciples, whereas at the end of chapter ix 
Jesus is speaking to hostile Jews. No change of situation is indicated between 
the two sections. 

1 The intervention of the evangelist can be seen in the allegory of the 
shepherd—in the way in which the idea of the efficacity of the death of 
Christ is developed, and other elements also, such as the idea of the sheep 
who are not of this fold. Nevertheless, the section as a whole cannot come 
from the evangelist himself. When he is left to himself John is very poor in 
imagery (in the First Epistle of John there is not a single image). The theme 
developed by the evangelist seems to have been drawn from a saying or a 
group of sayings of Jesus. 
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in it the Messiahship had been implied but not directly stated. 
The reply of Jesus, on the contrary, takes up again the subject 
of the controversies which were taking place at the time when 
the Gospel was being compiled. Only verse 31, where it is 
said that the Jews took up stones to stone Jesus, and verse 39, 
which says that they tried to arrest him but that he escaped, 
can be derived from the source. 

The section x. 40-42 is very important. Jesus goes to the 
other side of the Jordan, to the place where John at first 
baptized. 1 He stays there, and many people go out to him 
from Jerusalem in order to see him. They believe in him, and 
declare that although John the Baptist did no miracles, all 
that he said of Jesus was true. The allusion to the account in 
chapter i, the role assigned to miracles, and the very clear 
distinction which is made in this respect between Jesus and 
John the Baptist, are indications by which we recognize the 
intervention of the evangelist, but the fragment as a whole 
cannot be attributed to him because it is based on the idea 
that during his stay in Jerusalem Jesus made disciples and 
gained followers, whereas the general theme of the evangelist 
is this: that the Jews rejected the message of Jesus. What is 
assumed here is in direct connexion with what is indicated in 
the source behind chapter yii. Thus we may conclude that in 
x. 40-42 we have yet another fragment of this first source. 
This shows us a very characteristic situation. Jesus has with¬ 
drawn to Peraea, but he is still in contact with his followers in 
Jerusalem. He seems ready to resume his activity there as 
soon as circumstances will permit. There is here something 
quite similar to that which the source indicated at the beginning 
of chapter vii, when Jesus was waiting for a favourable moment 
to make a public manifestation. 

The story of the Raising of Lazarus is not an element in the 
original Gospel. Therefore we need not concern ourselves with 

1 This points to the note in i. 28, about Bethany in Peraea. It has been 
impossible to identify this locality. A conjecture which is earlier than 
Origen substitutes Bethabara for Bethany. Dalman ( Itin ., pp. 124 f.) 
remarks that the Aramaic expressions for “Bethany of the Jordan” (bet 
‘anya’ibrch deyardena) and for “Bethabara of the Jordan” (bet ‘abera 
deyardena), which we find in the MSS. of Palestinian origin, are so close 
to one another that it would be very easy to cause confusion between them. 
He also thinks that the locality in question may have had two names. 
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it here. The situation which existed at the end of chapter x, 
and which was interrupted by the departure of Jesus for 
Bethany, is re-established at the end of chapter xi (45-54), 
where it is said that the Jewish authorities, moved by the 
impression produced by the miracle, come to the decision 
that Jesus must be killed, and this causes him to withdraw 
into a town called Ephraim, close to the desert. It would be 
quite in order to enquire whether, in this conclusion of 
chapter xi, we are not faced with some elements which come 
from the source. Especially in the content of verses 47-53 and 
55~57 this the case. We shall have to return to this question. 1 

Six days before the Passover, Jesus comes to Jerusalem 
(xii. 1), and, from this moment, the course of events is practically 
that described in the Synoptic Gospels; the differences which 
are found are such that we can safely ignore them as of no 
account, as we are here simply dealing with the general 
framework of the Gospel narrative. 

When we compare the data provided by the sources which we 
have disentangled from chapters vii to xi of the Fourth Gospel 
with the Synoptic tradition, we discover a certain contra¬ 
diction between them, the origin of which it is easy to recognize, 
but which might possibly be resolved. The two traditions are 
agreed on two points: first of all that Jesus did not return to 
Galilee after having left it in order to go to Jerusalem, and 
next, that he arrived at the Holy City a very short time before 
he was arrested. The Synoptics alone, considering, if we may 
put it like this, the Judaean ministry from the Galilean point 
of view, have neglected or ignored the fact that it was broken 
by a retreat at some distance from Jerusalem; they have placed 
the arrival of Jesus in the Holy City at the moment when, in 
reality, he was returning to it. Thus they have arrived at the 
idea of a very brief ministry in Jerusalem, an idea which, as 
we have seen, contradicts many of the indications which they 
themselves give. 

The combination of our two sources permits us, so we believe, 
to arrive at a precise conception of the chronological frame¬ 
work of the Jerusalem ministry of Jesus. He left Galilee at the 
moment of the Feast of Tabernacles, somewhere in September 

1 See pp. 476 f. 
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or October; he stayed in Jerusalem until the Feast of the 
Dedication in December; then he left the city in order to 
withdraw to a remote place on the other side of the Jordan. 
He returned to Jerusalem on the eve of the Feast of the Pass- 
over. Then events moved swiftly. Jesus was arrested, and a 
few hours later crucified. 

The chronology of the Galilean ministry cannot be fixed with 
so much precision. One incident, the plucking of the ears of 
corn, took place in springtime, a little while before the harvest. 
But, how long had the ministry of Jesus then been going on? 
For weeks? or for months? We might be tempted, in order to 
answer this question, to bring into play considerations of two 
kinds from which we may draw very different conclusions. 
Taking into account the fact that there is no reliable evidence 
for a Passover during the Galilean period, we might assume 
that Jesus only began his activity after the Feast. But, on the 
other hand, does not the incident of the plucking of the ears 
of corn reveal a condition of the thought and the teaching of 
Jesus which it would be difficult to place at the beginning of 
his ministry? Neither of these two suggestions can, we believe, 
lead to definite conclusions. The nature of the tradition con¬ 
cerning the Galilean ministry is not such that if it had included 
a Passover this would of necessity have to be mentioned. If it 
is true, on the other hand, that in the incident of the plucking 
of the ears of corn Jesus manifests a certain independence 
towards the Law, how can we estimate the time it needed for 
him to free himself from the idea of a literal observance of 
legal rules? We shall see, also, that the new conception of 
obedience to God which is implied in the attitude taken up 
by Jesus with regard to the Law is in direct relation with that 
which led him to separate from John the Baptist. This leads 
us to think that, in a certain sense, the process of evolution 
by which Jesus was freed from the Law should be placed, at 
least to a large extent, in the period which preceded the 
beginning of his actual ministry. 

There is therefore no reason to make the ministry of Jesus 
begin more than one year before the moment in which it 
terminated so tragically. We must add, however, that there is 
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also no reason to refuse to entertain the idea that it may have 
begun earlier. 

Before the Galilean ministry comes the period of contact 
with John the Baptist. Here it is impossible to give a chrono¬ 
logical estimate. The Synoptic tradition has distorted the per¬ 
spective of the story by reducing the relations between Jesus 
and John the Baptist to the brief moment of the Baptism. 
Some weeks at least, perhaps some months, are necessary, if 
we are to understand the influence exerted by John on Jesus 
and the psychological process through which Jesus was able 
to free himself from it. 

It seems therefore that we can, though doubtless not with 
absolute certainty (seeing that the nature of the documents 
at our disposal does not permit this), at least with a great deal 
of probability, fix the chronological framework of the ministry 
of Jesus thus: At the close of the year 26, or at the beginning of 
the year 27, he is with John the Baptist in the neighbourhood 
of the Jordan. In the spring of 27 he leaves John the Baptist 
and returns into Galilee where he begins his actual ministry. 
This he carries on till the month of September. At this moment 
he definitely leaves Galilee and comes to work in Jerusalem. 
He stays there till the month of December, then he retires to a 
solitary place some distance from Jerusalem, while he remains 
in contact with the disciples he has gained in Jerusalem. On 
the eve of the Passover of 28 he returns to Jerusalem and there 
meets his death. 


CHAPTER IX 
THE ORIGIN OF JESUS 


The stories in the two first chapters of Matthew and Luk e are 
too manifestly legendary in character to enable us to extract any 
reliable historical data from them. They bring out certain aspects 
of the development of Christian piety and doctrine during the 
first century, and from this point of view they are documents 
which ought not to be neglected. But they afford no assistance jo 
a nyone who desires to attempt to construct ajbiography of Jesus . 

It is even impossible to gain from them^nyTeli^^^ 
mation about the place of his birth; the two accounts (which 
are independent of each other and impossible to reconcile), 
by means of which Matthew and Luke explain that Jesus 
passed for a Galilean and was supposed to belong to Nazareth, 1 
although he was born at Bethlehem, in reality prove the very 
opposite of that which they claim to prove, and make it plain 
that Jesus did not belong to Judaea. How then did it come to 
pass that although the birth at Bethlehem, the city of David, 
was an article of the Jewish Messianic dogmatic belief, a 
tradition arose which claimed that Jesus was born in a despised 
semi-Gentile province li ke Ga lilee? 2 

Apart from his birth in Galilee, and, as it seems in all proba¬ 
bility, at Nazareth, we know nothing about the life of Jesus 
until the moment when, having arrived at man’s estate, he 
appears before us in the circle surrounding John the Baptist. 
The only incident of his childhood of which the Gospel has 
preserved any recollection—Jesus at twelve years old staying 
behind in the Temple after the departure of his parents 
(Luke ii. 41-52)—is too isolated to enable us to form any 
definite opinion upon it .3 It is sometimes said that Luke may 

1 On Nazareth see pp. 192 ff. 

* Two passages in the Fourth Gospel (i. 46, vii. 52) prove that the Jews 
raised an objection to his Messiahship from the fact that Jesus came originally 
from Nazareth. 

3 The episode reported by Luke is very different from the stories of Jesus 
as a child which are contained in the Apocryphal Gospels. It belongs to 
a much more ancient stage of the tradition, but this does not prove that 
it is historical. 








254 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

have received it directly or indirectly from the mouth of Mary. 
This is a hypothesis which is not only arbitrar y but improbable. 
If Lu ke ha d be en able to draw upon a sou rc e of i nformation 
of this kind, he would not hav e giv en an account of the birth_ 
o TJesusi a sTegend ary as that with which his Gospel opens. 
What we know of the conditions in which Jesus began his 
ministryprevents us alsofrom supposing that before he separated 
from John the Baptist he could have had the sense of being 
called to be the Son of God, in the absolute meaning of the 
word. 

Some authors, in order to supplement, to some extent, our 
ignorance of that period which Catholic theologians call the 
hidden life of Jesus, 1 have tried to construct an imaginary 
picture of the probable education of a Galilean child in a 
humble religious family. 2 It is better not to try to hide our 
ignorance under a mask of this kind. 

Houston St. Chamberlain 3 has argued that Jesus was of Aryan 
stock. This theory, which is suggested by philosophical and 
political considerations, rather than by historical reasons, is 
based upon certain arguments of which all that can be said 
of them is that they represent a bare possibility. The very 
name of Galil-ha-goim , Galilee, literally, “circle of pagans’’ 
(TaAiAata aXXo(f)vXajv) in Es. viii. 23 and in 1 Macc. v. 15, 
shows, apart from anything else, that Galilee was full of Gentile 
influences. 4 At the time of the Maccabees the purely Jewish 
element in the population only consisted of a small and weak 

* The term has bcen tak f n U P again by Guignebert: La vie cachie de Jesus . 
t is not a happy expression, because it leads to misunderstanding. 

2 See, for instance, Stapfer : Jesus Christ avant son ministbre. 

3 Houston St. Chamberlain: Die Grundlagen des neunzehnten Jahrhunderts , 
Stuttgart, 1900, pp. 210-219. Chamberlain’s theory has been adopted by a 
certain number of writers like Lafont: Aryens de Galilee et les origines de 
chnstiamsme , Pans, 1902. A. Muller: Jesus ein Arier , Leipzig, 1904. E. Bose- 
La vie isoterique de Jesus-Christ , Paris, 1902. P. Haupt: Die arische Abkunft 
Jesu und seiner Jiinger, Orient. Litzg ., 1908, pp. 237 ff., etc. 

4 ^ J* AU1 \ R ^ 6SUS ^ er Gdilaer, in the Festgabe Ad. Julicher , Tubingen, 1927, 
pp. 16-34) has tried to prove that the Galilean origin of Jesus explains his 
thought, especially his apparent lack of attachment to the Temple worship. 

In R.h.p.r., VII, 1927, pp. 243 ff., I have given my reasons for hesitating 
to accept this theory. 
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minority. Simon Maccabaeus organized an expedition to come 
to its assistance. He defeated the Gentiles and killed three 
thousand of them, but, since he did not feel strong enough to 
occupy the province properly, and the Jewish inhabitants 
were not sufficiently numerous to defend themselves, he carried 
them away and settled them in Judaea, with their wives, their 
children, and all their goods (i Macc. v. 23). During the 
course of the first century before our era 1 Galilee was re¬ 
conquered and Judaized. These facts seem to make it very 
clear that the population of Galilee was a mixed race. 2 It is 
not absolutely impossible that J esus was n ot entirely of Jewish 
descent. But evehTTtEIs wereTnore thaifaT bare possibility^ it 
would still fail to prove that he did not belong to the Semitic 
race. In order to assign him an Aryan origin it is necessary to 
resort to so many conjectures that we may conclude we have 
the right to ignore this hypothesis. 3 Th&jcui estion of the r ace 
of Jesus ought to be answered w ithout hesitation in the tra di- 
tional sense if we could accept it as an established fact th at 
he was descended from, or believed to be descende d from 
David. The fact that his parents lived in Galilee and occupied 
a very humble position does not constitute a valid ob jection 
to this c laim. 

PaulTTn the Epistle to the Romans (i. 3), affirms categorically 
the Davidic origin of Jesus. 4 This idea is thus considerably 

1 At the time of Aristobulus (104-103), according to Schurer (I, p. 276); 
already in the days of John Hyrcanus (135-104), according to Dalman 
{Die Worte Jesu , Leipzig, 1908, I, p. 7) and G. A. Smith {The Historical 
Geography of the Holy Land , London, 1901, p. 414). 

2 One could also bring forward certain peculiarities of dialect, attested by 
the Talmud (see the passages collected by Strack-Billerbeck : I, p. 157), 
but it is very difficult to estimate their exact significance. 

3 Klausner (p. 233) opposes the theory that Jesus was an Aryan: (i) because 
in the New Testament there is not the very slightest hint that Jesus had 
a drop of Gentile blood in his veins, although universalists like Paul and 
Luke would have been glad to emphasize a fact of this kind; (ii) because 
the character and manner of Jesus were essentially Jewish. These two 
arguments do not seem to us decisive. To the first we may reply: Paul 
never denies the privileged position of the Jewish people, but only affirms 
that the coming of Christ means the abrogation of the Law; we may 
reply to the second that the character of a man depends at least as much 
on the education he has received as on the race to which he belongs. 

4 The same assertion also occurs in 2 Tim. ii. 8 , and is suggested in Rev. 
iii. 7, v. 5, xxii. 16. 
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earlier than the stories of the infancy in the Gospels. It is 
important to note the facts exactly, because they show that, 
more and more, tradition insisted on this descent. Blind 
Bartimaeus calls on Jesus by the name of “Son of David” 
(Mark x. 47-48*). In the story of the healing of the blind men 
of Jericho, Matthew reports the same invocation (xx. 30-31). 
He gives it also in the story of the healing of two blind men 
peculiar to his Gospel, which seems as though it may be a 
doublet of the Jericho incident (ix. 27-31). After Jesus had 
cast out the demon (whose healing calls forth the accusation 
of “possession” which is brought against him), Matthew says 
that the spectators, beside themselves with astonishment, said 
to one another: “Is not this the Son of David?” (xii. 23). Luke, 
in the corresponding story, xi. 14, does nqt give this remark. 
Thus the first evangelist attached a special importance to the 
fact of the descent of Jesus from David. This is confirmed by 
the fact that in the story of the Canaanitish woman (which 
he has in common with Mark), he alone mentions the fact 
that the woman calls Jesus: “Lord, Son of David” (xv. 22). 
Similarly, in the account of the ovation which Jesus received 
at his entry into Jerusalem, although in Mark we read: 
“Hosanna, blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord! 
Blessed be the Kingdom of our father David, that cometh in 
the name of the Lord: Hosanna in the highest” (xi. 9-10) 
and Luke has: “Blessed be the king that cometh in the name 
of the Lord: peace in heaven and glory in the highest” (xix. 38), 
Matthew’s version reads: “Hosanna to the Son of David! 
Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord; Hosanna 
in the highest” (xxi. 9). 

The Fourth Gospel seems to admit that Jesus was not 
descended from David, since it indicates no reply to the 
objection raised by the Jews (invoking Micah v. 1), against the 
Messiahship of Jesus, based on the fact that being a Galilean 
he did not belong to the race of David, and did not come 
from Bethlehem (vii. 41-42). 

The idea of the Davidic descent of Jesus, postulated by 
Jewish Messianic theology, was very early so widespread, and 
was regarded as so important, that it is impossible to imagine 
that John did not know of it. The question therefore arises: 
what is the reason for this denial of the Davidic descent?— 
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(which is what the section in vii. 41-42 practically means)— 
is it part of an authorized tradition, according to which Jesus 
was not considered to haveTbeen the Son of David? or should 
we explain it by the desire of the Fourth evangelist to detach 
the Christians of.his da y from Jewish ideas? 

One fact seems to favour the former of th ese two interpr e- 
tations, and that is that the Synoptic tradition has preserv ed 
an incide nt in which^ (if, at least, we accept the i nterpr eta- 
tion which seems to us the most likely) Jesus den ies that t he 
Messiah must be descended from David. The scene takes place 
in the Temple. Jesus has just answered s ev eral insidiousjqucs- 
tions which have been addressed to him. Then,_taking_the 
offensive, he asks qu estions in his tu rn. “ How , ” he asks , “say 
th e Scribes t hat Chr ist i s the Son of David? For David h imse lf 
said by the Holy Ghost, The Lord) said to my Lord, Sit thou 
on my r nght_iumd, Till I make t hine enemies thy footstool 
(Ps. cx. 1). David the refor e himself calleth him Lord~ and 
whenc e is he then his son? ” (Mark xii. 35-37*). 

To the evangelists the question of Jesus was only a n ar gu- 
ment ad hominem, a problem which J esus proposes to h is 
adversaries in order to disconcert them . Co nservat ive exe getes 
like ZahrT and Wohlenberg) for instance, think t hat this is th e 
real meaning of the passage. 1 'But” this question was also 
embarrassing for the Christian s, and it is diff icult to und er- 
stand why there is no suggestion of a solution from the point 
of view of belief in the Davidic descent. The text before us 
sets up an antinomy between the idea of the Davidic descent 
and that of a transcendent Messiah in the sense that he is 
above all that is human. It does not show how this question 
can be solved. Here, too, Jesus is using a conception which 
is entirely different from that of the Messiah of Davidic origin. 
It is true, of course, that Jesus might have been Son of David, 
and yet not have considered that this made him the Messiah. 
Hence we cannot claim that the question which he asks 
excludes the actual descent from David. 2 There is, however, 

1 Zahn: Das Evang. des Matth., Leipzig, 1903, p. 638. Wohlenberg: 
Das Ev. des Markus, Leipzig, 1910, p. 323. 

2 J. Weiss (Schriften, I, p. 189), Lagrange (Evangile selon St. Marc 1 , Paris, 
1910, pp. 303 ff.), and others think that the statement of Jesus only shows 
that he did not attach a great deal of importance to his Davidic descent. 
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still the consideration that the polemic of Jesus against the 
idea of a Davidic Messiah is better understood if the fact that 
he was not descended from David was an objection over which 
he triumphed before he arrived at the conclusion that he 
was the Messiah; this is why the interpretation in which the 
passage with which we are dealing would be taken to mean 
that Jesus was not of Davidic descent seems to us the most 
probable . 1 

Is the saying of Jesus reported by Mark authentic? Bousset 
and Bultmann 2 3 4 claim that it is not, because, they say, if Jesus 
had spoken as the Synoptic Gospels say he did, the conception 
of the Messiah as the Son of David would not have been able 
to arise. However, the idea became well established that Jesus 
was born at Bethlehem, although a reliable tradition repre¬ 
sented him as a Galilean. Bousset inclines to the idea that the 
denial of the Davidic descent was a consequence of the transfer 
of the Christian faith to Hellenic soil, and of the substitution 
of the idea of the Kurios , the heavenly Lord, for that of the 
Messsiah. But, in reality, Hellenistic Christianity was not 
opposed to Palestinian Christianity; Greek Christianity did 
not substitute new conceptions for those which were more 
ancient. All it did was to add some new elements to the tradi¬ 
tional views. It is in a Hellenistic document, the Epistle to 
the Romans, that we find for the first time the idea of Jesus, 
Son of David. We must, therefore (so it seems to me), see in 
the appearance of this idea, in spite of the saying of Jesus 
which denies it, a result of the influence exerted by Jewish 
Messianic theology on the development of Christian Christology. 

We know very little about the parents of Jesus; in fact, nothing 
beyond their names7 josephTTand Mary. 4 We cannot use any^ 

1 It is admitted, for instance, by Wrede {Jesus als Davidssohn , Vortrdge und 
Studien, Tubingen, 1907, pp. 147-177), Wellhausen {ML, p. 104), and 
Loisy {Syn., II, pp. 362 ff.). 

2 Bousset: Kyrios Christos 2 , p. 43. Bultmann: Syn. Tr. f p. 83*, pp. 145 ff. 

3 Outside the Gospel records of the infancy, and the genealogies, the name 
of Joseph is found in Luke iv. 22; John i. 45, vi. 42. 

4 Outside the Gospel records of the infancy we find the name of Mary 
in Matt. xiii. 55; Mark vi. 3; Luke ii. 34; Acts i. 14. In Mark iii. 31 ff., 
the mother of Jesus is mentioned without her name being given. The same 
takes place regularly in the Fourth Gospel (ii. 1 ff., vi. 42, xix. 25). It 
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information contained in MSS._dating from the period when 
the legend, and perhaps even the worship, of MaryTtad already 
begun to develop. 

Joseph does not appear agai n in the story, not even when 
the family of Jesus come and try to take him home (Mark iii. 

20-21*), nor when Jesus comes to Nazareth (Mark vi. i-6* # ). 

It has been tho ught that he died before the ministry of Jesu s 

began; this conjecture may very we ll be tru e. According to 

Mark vi. 3 and Matt, xm. 55, Joseph was an artisa n, a_car- 

penter, 1 or a mason, or both at once. Thus the family of Jesus ^ 

belonged to a humble class in society. According to a fairly- o-iStsd ^ 

plausible conjecture which is based on the comparison of the f 

mention of the women at the Cross, a sister of the mother of -*-****A 

Jesus was called Salome, and she may have been the mother 

o fjamgs and J ohn. According to Luke’s Gospel of the infancy 

Mary was the cousin of Elizabeth, the mother of John the 

Baptist (i. 36). We cannot build on this argument, however, 

owing to the character of the record in which it occurs, and 

also because it agrees with the fundamental concern of the 

Gospel records in relation to John the Baptist, namely, to 

make him an integral part of the Gospel story. 

Tha t Jesus h ad brothers seems to be certain from Luke ii. 7 , 
where Jesus is called “the firstborn son” of. Mary. The sisters 
of Jesus are mentioned in the scene in the synagogue at 
Nazareth, but we are not told how many there were nor what 
they were called. On the other hand, fo ur brothers of Jesus 

would, however, be rash to conclude from this that the oldest form of 
tradition did not know the name of Mary. In any case it had no direct 
interest in her. 

1 According to Mark vi. 3 (tf. B. D.), Jesus carried on the same trade as 
his father. Justin {Dial., 88) says that he made ploughs and yokes. Similar 
traditions have been preserved in the Arab Gospel of the Infancy , ch. 38 
(Tischendorf : Ev. Apocr ., p. 193), and in the Gospel of Thomas , ch. 13 
(Tischendorf: Ev. Apocr., p. 45). The Talmud {Ab. £ar. 3 b, J. Jebamot, 

VIII, 2) calls Jesus “the carpenter, the son of the carpenter.” However, 
the reading o tektcov of Mark vi. 3, is not certain. Some miniscules (xiii. 33, 

69, etc.) and some MSS. of the ancient Latin version read or suggest 
6 rov tektovos viog, and this reading is supported by the authority of 
Origen, who says that nowhere in the Gospels is Jesus called the carpenter. 

{Contra Celsum, VI, 36.) The reading of X. B. D. might well come from a 
correction made under the influence of belief in the Virgin Birth. 
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are named: James, Joses or Joseph, 1 Jude, and Simon (Mark 
vi. 3). 

We do not need to concern ourselves here with the dogmatic 
reasons which preven t Catholic th eolog ians from admitting 
that Jesus could have had any brothers, which lead them to 
argue that those who are called his “bro thers” in the Gospels 
were either half-brothers by a previous marriage of Joseph, 
or cousins. It is unnecessary to give the history of these theories. 2 3 4 * * 
The chief argument by which they are defended is the absence 
in Hebrew and in Aramaic of a word expressing a near relation¬ 
ship, such as that which exists between cousins or between an 
uncle and nephew .3 The word “brothers” employed in the 
Gospels may have arisen from a misunHerstanding, tKe Arama ic 
term having been heard by the GreeFtransIafbrs who rendered 
it by aScA <j)ol in a more precise sense than it had in Aramaic. 
It is impossible to admit that this confusion exists, for, in all 
probability, the transition from the Aramaic form to the Greek 
form of the tradition took place in bilingual places like the 
community at Antioch. The Greek translators, who were most 
careful, would not have used the word aS<:A<£oi, but, for example, 
the word dvei/jiol which means “cousins,” and is found in 
Col. iv. io, if James, Jude, Simon, and Joses had not been re¬ 
garded as the real brothers of Jesus in Aramaic-speaking circles. 

From the historical point of view the question of the brothers 
of Jesus is not a problem; it is a problem in Catholic dogma 

only .4 

1 There is a little uncertainty about this name. The form 9 Icocrfjg seems 
the best attested in Mark (B. D. A. 0 . syr. sc ), it is not strongly supported 
in Matthew (K. L. W. d.). It is given in Mark by n. 12i, 278, b. e. f., etc. 
In Mark also there is found the form * Icjarj (A. C. W., etc., sy s ), which 
seems to be explained by the desire not to pronounce judgment on the two 
preceding ones. Finally, in Matthew, x*. D. read 9 I(odvvrjg f a form which 
may be explained by supposing that the letters IQH have been used as 
an abbreviation. 

2 See, for instance, Prat: La parents de JSsus , Rech. de science relig ., XVII, 
! 927 > PP- 127-138. 

3 In Gen. xiii. 8, Abraham says to his nephew, Lot: “We are brethren.” 
Laban says the same of Jacob (xxix. 15). In 1 Chron. xxiii. 21-22 the word 
“brother” is used in the sense of “cousin.” 

4 It is useless to discuss the theory of G. M. de la Garenne : Le probUme 

des frkres du Seigneur , Paris, 1928, who imagines that Jesus was really the 

son of Cleopas, legally the son of Joseph, Cleopas, brother of Joseph, having 
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The evangelists give a religious meaning to the name of Jesus. 
Matthew places these words in the mouth of the angel who 
announces the bir th of Jesus, to Joseph: “Thou shall call his 
name J ESUS , for he shall save his people from their sins” 
(i. 21). This is a pure coincidence, and it is quite unnecessary 
to suggest, as Guignebert does, 1 that the fact of bearing a 
name so charged with religious significance may have sug¬ 
gested to Jesus the idea of his vocation. Proper names, whatever 
their original significance may have been, very quickly become 
commonplace. 2 

Wh at language, did J esus s peak? A t the beginning of the 
present era Hebrew was a r eligious and learned language only ^ 
The reading of the Law and the Prophets in the synagogue, 
in order to be understood, had to be accompanied by a trans¬ 
lation into the vulgar tongug . Tradition asserts that Jesus had 
not been taught by the Rabbis (Mark vi. 2; John vii. 15) and 
there is n o reason to doubt its testimony on_thi s poin t. Thus 
he would not knowHebrew, or, at thelnost, he would only- 
have learned 'a few~wordTlfbm hearing it read aloud in the 
synagogue. It is very doubtful whether he ever knew Greek. 
There were, it is true, a good many^jpeople in Galilee r who 
spoke Greek; but they were mostly minor officials and shop¬ 
keepers as well as the inhabitants of the larger townsHike 
Tiberias or Sepphoris; buTJesus did not frequent such places. 
He preached In the villages and in the open country. There, 
Aramaic was the usual language^ so it is in Aram aic that 
a few sayings aTe^'Leported in the Gospels inTwhich the 


married Mary, in accordance with the legal ordinances of the levirate; 
that James and Joseph were born of a previous marriage of Cleopas; and, 
finally, that Jude, Simon, and their sisters were really and legally the 
children of Cleopas and Mary. We have expounded our objections against 
this theory in R.h.r., XCVIII, 1928, pp. 120-125. 

1 Guignebert: Vie cachee, p. 22. 

2 A characteristic fact of this kind is the heathen name of Isidore which 
has been borne by so many Jews. 

3 On the particular dialect spoken by Jesus, see Arnold Meyer : Jesu 
Muttersprache , Freiburg im Br., Leipzig, 1896. Dalman: Die Worte Jesu ; 
Jesus-Jeschua, Die drei Sprachen Jesu , Leipzig, 1922. F. Schulthess: Das 
Problem der Sprache Jesu , Zurich, 1917; Z ur Sprache der Evangelien , £.JV. T. IV., 
XXI, 1922, pp. 216-236, 241-258. 
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evangelist seemed to be anxious to preserve the ipsissima verba 
of Jesus. 1 

If Jesus did not know Greek, the hypothesis of the influence 
of Hellenic culture upon him can only be admitted to this 
extent: the Palestinian Judaism of his day was partially 
Hellenized, and its influence, though felt, would not be strong. 

As for the religious sphere in which Jesus grew up, although 
as a whole the record of the Gospel stories of the' infancy is 
unreliable, it seems clear that this society must have been 
characterized by the ardent and simple piety of the “quiet 
in the land ,” 2 3 4 whose aspirations are expressed in the Magnificat 
and in the hymn of Zacharias; the aged Simeon and Anna, 
the prophetess, were typical members of this group .3 The 
families which formed these circles belonged to the ranks of 
the people; they were steeped in the thought of the Old 
Testament, above all in that of the Psalms and the Prophets, 
and also the apocalyptic writings; this group was chiefly a 
religious society, in which the moral and not the political 
aspect of Messianism predominated. Luke (ii. 25) describes 
it exactly when he says that it was composed of people who 
“were waiting for the deliverance of Israel.” We do not deny 
the originality of Jesus when we admit that this social setting 
must have exerted a profound influence upon him. 

It would be interesting to be able to determine whether, 
before his ministry began, Jesus had come under the influence 
(whether positive or negative) of the Pharisees and Sadducees. 
But there is no evidence one way or the other, and the attitude 
adopted by Jesus towards the two great Jewish parties during 
the course of his ministry is quite intelligible even if he had 
not come into touch with them before he began to preach 
his gospel. 

On the question of the possible influence of the Essenes we 
can arrive at more definite conclusions.4 Jesus came into 


1 Mark v. 41, vii. 34, xiv. 36, xv. 34. 

2 A. Causse: Les Pauvres d’Israel, Paris, Strasbourg, 1922. 

3 It matters little whether Anna and Simeon were real persons or ideal 
figures. 

4 Stapfer : Uessinisme ei le christianisme primitif\ Legon (Towerture de la Faculte 
de thiologie protestante de Paris , Paris, 1900. 
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contact with it as a system at more than one point; these 
instances, such as the prohibition of swearing, opposition to 
divorce, and a certain indifference to the cult of sacrifice, are 
not unimportant. Taken in themselves such similarities prove 
nothing, especially when they are accompanied by important 
differences. Among the Essenes the criticism of the sacrificial 
cult remained negative, while with Jesus it was connected 
with a new conception of duty towards God. The Essenes were 
mainly concerned about ritual purity; to the observance of 
rites prescribed by the Law they used to add the practice of 
special ablutions, repeated several times a day. They were 
ascetics who retired from the world without seeking to influence 
it at all. The attitude of Jesus was quite different. Finally, in 
him there is nothing which corresponds to the Essene practices 
which denote extra-Jewish influences and seem to have been 
survivals of a solar cult. 

Thus, under these conditions, even if Jesus had heard of the 
Essenes, it would be impossible to admit that they had influenced 
him to any appreciable extent. 


CHAPTER X 


JESUS AND JOHN THE BAPTIST 1 

The three Synoptic Gospels open with statements about John 
tfie Baptist which serve as an i ntroduc tion to the account of 
th e Ijaptism of Jesu s, and through this, to the GospeFstory in 
general. 2 Christian tr adition has represented John the Baptist 
as the Forerunner^ and has reduced the part he had to play 
to that of announcing th e advent of the on e “who is greater 
than he, 55 that is to say, of Jesus himself. Mark has expressed 
t KiiTsentime nt, and has incorporat ed^ohn the Baptist com¬ 
pletely into the Gospel story by making his state ment about 
John the “ beginning oQ He^G ospel ofJesus-Chrisi’ 5 (i. i). 

Th is po int of view is theoretical rather than historical . It 
grew out of a concern for apologetics, and was developed with 
the aim of defining the relation between the Christian Chur ch 
and the group com posed of thedisciples of John the Bapti st. 
This sim ple fact shows conclusively that Jesus appears in the 
l ight of hist ory for the first tim e as a member of t hejfigcle 
which surrounded John the Baptist, and.JdiaLilwasfrom him 
tfyat he received his first impulse to act ion. 

Our information about John the Baptist is drawn from Flavius 
Josephus ( A.J ., XVIII, 5, 2. 117-119) and from the Gospels 

(Matt. iii. 1-12*; Mark vi. 17-29*). Neither from one side nor 
the other do we receive our information in an absolutely 
objective and disinterested manner. 

While the evangelists wished to represent John simply as 
the Forerunner of the Messiah, Josephus, on the other hand, 
took care to ignore the Messianic character of his teaching so 
completely that his readers should know nothing about Jewish 
Messianism, which was in its very essence anti-Roman. Never- 

1 For further details about John the Baptist, and for the justification of the 
views which are expounded in this chapter, I would refer the reader to 
my book ^ Jean-Baptist§ . 

2 The statement about John the Baptist and the account of the baptism 
of Jesus are not derived from the same source. The former is derived from 
the point of v iew of Iohn ? and seems to come from the circle of his disciples. 
The same cannot be said of the second point. 
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theless, when we compare the material drawn from these two 
different sources— different both in their nature and in their 
tendencies—we are able to paint a picture of the prophet 
which, although it may not be complete, is at least accurate 


Josephus speaks of John the Baptist in connexi on with the 
defeat inf^cted_on the Tetrarch Herod Antipa s by the King 
of the Nabataeans, Aretas^ whose daughter he had marrieST 
and then desertecT in order to contract a union with Herodias, 
the wije of lhyaalffbiX)thcr JH[e.rod . 1 She was the granddaughter 
of Hcrod^ thc_Great and the refore his n iece. Josephus reports 
that among the people this d efeat was regarded b y some as 
the chastisement for the crime which ^ Antip as had committed 
in putting John Jjhe Baplist-l o deat h. Josephus expresseThim- 
self thus: 2 3 


Now some of the Jews thought that the army of Herod had perished 
because it was the Divine will and a just retribution for (the 
wrong done to) John, surnamed th e Bapti st. For, indeed, he had had 
him killed, although this (John) was a goocLman, and he incited 
the Jews to p ractise virt ue, to be just towards one a noth er, and 
pious towards God. He invited them to unite~t Eemselves by a 
h aptism .3 For it is on this condition that God regarded baptism 
with favour, if it served not only for the remission of certain faults, 
but also to purify the body after the soul had already been purified 
by justice. Some people were a ssembled round h im, for they were 
greatly moved when they heard him speak. Herod feared that such 
a power of persuasion mi g h tTead'To a revolt, the masses seeming 
ready to follow the counsg.Lo f this man in everything. Hence he 
(Herod) preferred to lay hands on him before he caused any 
trouble, than to have to repent, later on, if a movement had taken 


1 And not, as the Gospels say (Mark vi. 17*), th e^ wife of P hilip. Philip 
married Salome, the daughter of Herodias. The personal name of this 
Herod is not known. We only know that he was the son of Marianne II, 
the third wife of Herod the Great. 

* The French version here follows the translation of G. Mathieu and L. 
Hermann (CEuvres de Flavius Jostphe , ed. Theodore Reinach, IV, p. 155), 
altering it only at one point, which is mentioned in the following note. 

3 G. Mathieu and L. Hermann translate “in order to receive baptism.” 
We have indicated ( Jean-Baptiste , p. 16, n. 1) the reasons for which the 
expression fia-nTiouq) c Jvvievcu should be, in our opinion, otherwise trans¬ 
lated. 
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place, that he had exposed himself to such dangers. On account of 
these suspicions of Herod, John was sent to Machaerus, the fortress 
which we mentioned above, and there he was killed. The Jews 
believed that it was in order to avenge him that disaster fell upon 
the army; thus God punished Herod,._ 


T here is no valid reason to suspect jhe validity of this passage, 
which is given by all the manuscripts without any impofiant 
variant and was known by Euse bius and even by Origen. 1 
It contains no contradictio n nor obscuri ty, and cannot be 
drawn from the Christia n tradition becauseutdoes not me ntion 
the Messianic prea chin g of John nor the testimony rendered 
byjlnLJxiJfesus. 


But the portrait of John which Josephus outlines is certainly 
incomplete. How, indeed, did it come to pass that a simple 
message of virtue and piety should enkindle among the people 
such a spirit of exc iteme nt that the political authorities con¬ 
sidered it to be dangerous? Evidently the intention of Josephus 
is to represent John mere ly as a moralist, but it is easy to see 
that his activity mustTKave been something more than this. 
The expression “tou nite oneself by a b aptism” implies the idea 
of the constitut ion o Ea-grcmp, without giving any indication 
of its character. Josephus only assigns a very minniiiiiiportance 
to the ba ptism of John, and in addition his description of it 
makes it very difficult to understand its character. He represents 
it as the \vashing away; of the stai ns of t he b ody after th e soul 
has been purifieT^by^fusticeT^but it does not procure pardon 
for faults wEiclTTiave already been committed. A purely 
corp oral an d ritual punfication_seems to harmonize badly 
with^T^uTel^mo]^ te^EngT^hus Josephus^ has g iven an 
inaccurate or incomplete idea of the thought of JofinT This 
may be due to ignorance, but it seems more probable that 
his evidence has been influen ced and altered by his pre¬ 
conceived purpose to be silentfon the subject of Messianism. 


The Synoptic Gospels agree w it h Josephus o n the essential 
jpoints^They also represent John as a popular preacher who 
gave moral teaching of a high and rigorous kind and who 


1 Eusebius: Eccl. Hist., I, n, 4-6; Dem. evang ., IX, 5, 15. Origen: Cont . 
Celsum, I, 47. 
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issued a vigorous call to repentance. They also witness to the 
fact that the preaching of John was most successful and attracted 
g reat c r owds ; they say that John baptized those who wished 
to be his disciples, and that finally he fell a victim to Herod. 1 

The Gospels give some complementary information on'the 
life of John which sounds very likely to be true: they say that 
Ji is life was tha t of art asceti c (Mark i. 6 # ; Matt. xi. 18*); they 
speak of the habits of fasting practised by him and followed 
by his disciples (Mark ii. i8 # ) and allude to a prayer which 
he is said to have taught them (Luke xi. 1). 

In the Gospels we also find some definite details concerning 
his teaching. They present his preaching as a summons to 
repentance motivated by the nearness of the coming of the 
Kingdom of Qod and the a dvent of the Messia h, who will 
‘‘ba ptize w ith the Holy G host a nd with fire/’ that is to say, 
will exercise j udgmen t which will separate the good from the 
bad, those who (following the image which he uses) will be 
the “ wheat" the Messiah will “ gather i nto his garner," but 
those who are destined to be the diaff “he will burn up . . . 
with unquenc hable fire " (Matt. iii. n-12). 2 This idea of the 
imminence^of the advent of the Messiah and of the nearness 
of the Judgment were current in J ewish Apoc alyptic writings; 
but the distinctive element in the message of John the Baptist 
was this: that in this Judgment the facFthaFone does or does 
notbelong to the ChosenJ People wITl play no part at all. 

If God wills he can “raise up children unto Abraham" out 

of the very stones of the d esert (Matt. iii. 9 s *). Judgment will 
be pronounced~'soIely~on the way in which men have obeyed 

1 According to Josephus, John the Baptist was put to death for pol itical 
r easons . According to the Gospels, this took place because John reproa ched 
Antipas for his marriage with Herodias. The two motives are not irrecon- 
cilaEle^The accounTofrhecleath of John in the Synoptic Gospels bears the 
marks of a popu lar legend ; the scene in which John reproaches Herod may 
very well be n on-historj cal. The Tetrarch might only (and not without 
reason) have interpreted the preaching of John as a personal accusation and 
as an attempt to undermine ^his aut hority. As for the scene of the death of 
John and the storyT>flthe feast (Mark vi. 17-29*), it teems with improba¬ 
bilities. 

» Mark (i. 8) has mutilated the text of the source, and has substituted the 
baptism of the Spirit, that is to say, Christian baptism, for the baptism of 
the Messianic Judgment. 
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the Law of God, hence the necessity for repentance of which 
baptism is the seal, and perhaps something more if we relate 
the expression used by Josephus (j3a7mcr/xoj avvievaC) to the 
fact that the disciples of John the Baptist constituted an 
organized group. This leads us to the conclusion that the 
baptism of John Jiad a^twofbld-character: on the one hand, 
it was a nte of purificatio n, of the same type as certain Jewish 
ablutipns, legaf and extra-legal, especially the ablutions of 
the Essenes,^which were in~any case inspired by the same 
ideas; on the other hand, it was also a nte of admissiop, 
which constituted a veritable confraternity of^Denitents, who 
were waiting and preparing ToT the Kingdom of GrocL Of all 
this Josephus says nothing,~but it cannot all have been created 
by the Christian tradition, which did not try to bring out 
the originality of John the Baptist in any particular way, but, 
on the contrary, tried to efface him and represent him simply 
as the herald of Jesus. All this, too, is necessary in order to 
explain not only what the Gospels say, but Josephus himself, 
about the baptism of John, of the success of his preaching, and 
of the anxiety which this roused in the mind of Herod. 

The dev elopment o f the th ought of John the B aptist can only 
be described in a very gen eral way. According to Luke (i. 5 ff.) 
he came of a priestly family, but it would not be fitting to 
build much on an account in which the legendary and poetical 
element, to say the least, plays a very large part. Even if this 
information be correct it has no great significance, for in all 
that we know about John there is nothin g whic h would lead 
us to s upp Qsejthaf he had any concern^positive or negative, 
with the ritual oTwoFsh ip or^ ifh ThelTemple. 

Because He laicfso much emphasis upon baptism some have 
thought that John was anJEssene, or at least that at some time 
in his lifejje had belonged to this sect. 1 But his disciples were 
only baptized^ once, whereas the ablutions of the Essenes were 
repeated sever al times a day; also John’s baptism does not 
seem to have been of a purely ritual character, but to have 
been inseparable from repentance. None oFthe characteristic 
features of the life of the Essenes, such as the worship of angels, 

1 Graetz: Geschichte der Juden , III3, Leipzig, 1898, p. 293. Rubinstein: 
Rev. des Etudes juives, Juillet, 1927, pp. 66-70. 
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or the prayer at__sunrise, are adopted by John, and his 
costume differed so far'as it is possible to imagine from the 
wh ite robe of the Essenes. Nor do we know anything which 
would lead us to suppose that among the Essenes the idea of 
the Messiah and the expectation of Judgment assumed an 
importance which would explain the part these ideas played 

in the teaching of To hn. " - * 

John’s c onnexion lay rather in the direction of those pop ular 
groupTJvKich were characterized bylTvery simple and livin g 

piety 7 ~steeped inThe spirit ot the Prophets and the Psalms, 

who, according to the expression used by Luke, were “waiting 
for the consolation of I srael” (ii. 25). 

On accounTof his manner of life it has be en suggested th at 
Johifwls a Nazirite; but we do not find in him t hat conce rn 
for ritual purity which pred ominat es in such men. It seems 
almost certain, as well, that at~th!T beginning of the Christia n 
era the Naziriteship for life no longer existed . On the other 
hand, J ohn was entirel y"independent of the Zea lot move ment. 
He was concerned simply~and~solely witlF religious questions ; 
he had no interest in po litics , because he did not expect the 
Messiah to come and punish the oppressors of Israel, but to 
judge each man according to hi s work , and in this judgment 
the privilege of being a child of Abraham played n o part at 
all. At the same time, in so doing he separated from the 
Apocaly ptic movement, to which from other points of view 
he belonged: ” 

Thus the diverse influences which we can discern or imag ine 
do not~entirelv explain the personality of John and the for¬ 
mation of hi ^ idea s. As in the case ofall who have exercised 
an influence on the course of history, t here is in hi m somethin g 
which d efies historical analysis, the m ystery ofTiis person ality. 

It i s impossib le to dou bt that J esus was in c ontact with John 
and that he received baptis m~at~ h is "hands. 1 He~evangelists 
(Mark i. 9-11*) bear witnessL ^todKisJac tTwhich was a source 
of great e mbarrassment to Christian t houg ht. For at his 
baptism, the r elati on of Jesus to John the Baptist seems to 
be, if not that of an in ferior towards a superior , at least that 
of a disciple towards his maste r. Tradition has tried to efface 
this impression by insisting on the celestial manifestations 
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which took place when Jesus was baptizedjjthe opened heavens, 
the descentoTthe - Spirit, thtTheavenly voice . 1 2 But this has not 
always been suffici ent by itself , as is shown by the r fact that 
the F ourth ,Gospel omitsthe account of the b aptism altogether , 3 
and that Matthew found it necessary to introduce itTwith a 
dialogue between J esus a nd John, in which the latter protests 
against the ideaofbaptizing Jesus, declaring that he himself 
needed ratherjo^be baptizedBjOum; to which Jesus replies: 
“thu s it becometh us to fulfil all righteousness” (Matt. iii. 
14-15), which means, rig hteousne ss being that which is in 
conformity wi th the will of God, the baptism of Jesus is in 
c onformity with a highe r^ demand, which man is unabje to 
understand. 

Alth ough the fa ct of the baptism ofjesus by John is an 
established fact, the accounts of it which we have in the 
Gospels are no ^ thereby rendered histori cal They are jheo- 
logical^ex planations . Mark’s account has a double meaning: 
on the on&jhand, the Ho ly Spirit descen ding upon Jesus, makes 
him the S^_oLGod, tfie TMessiah ; this is arTexpIanation of the 
Mes siahship of Tesus and of its origin j on the other hand, 
Ahe baptism is the manifestation ofjesus as Messiah to John 
hthe Baptist and those around him. The second point alone is 
retained byJ Matthew and by Luke . To these two evangel ists 
the Mess iahsh ip ofjesus could no longer be explained by the 
Spirit of God descending o n hurTafthe moment of his baptism, 
sinceTjFwaT^lreadyTlessiah by virtu e~of the Virgin Birth. 

The idea that Jesus had been publicly proclaimed as the 
Messiah before the moment when his public activity began 
ca nnot be prim itive. Even if he had the feeling that he was 

1 Later tradition has embroidered this account with the addition of new 
features: Light and fire (in two MSS. of the ancient Latin version (a, g) 
in Justin, Tatian, in the Gospel of the Ebionites or of the Twelve Apostles), 
the presence of angels, thunder, sinking or stirring of the waters of the 
Jordan, etc. (Cf. Jean-Baptiste , pp. 184 ff.) 

2 It is sometimes said that all he does is to omit this story, but it is im¬ 

possible to see where, in John i. 29-39, baptism could be placed. John 
knew the Synoptic account, for he gives two very clear indications of this. 
First, in i. 29, this phrase: “The next morning John seeth Jesus coming 
unto him,” which is not followed by any account of a meeting between 
John and Jesus. Further, in i. 32 f., John sees the Spirit descending on 
Jesus like a dove. 
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the Messiah, or, to put it more accurately, to be destined to 
be manifested as Messiah at the moment of the coming of the 
Kingdom of God, he never spoke openly about his Messiah- 
ship, and only revealed it, or allowed it to be divined by his 
i ntimates , save at the very clos e - nf iiisjife, when, before the 
S anhed rin, he confessed that he was the S on of Man, justifying 
hiTstatement by announcing his coming“oh the' clouds_of 
heaven (Mark xiv. 62*). 

Tfhe proc lamation of the Messiahship of Jesus at his baptism 
should then~ he regarded as the projection into the past of _a 
much later idea; from a very early date, however, it became 
evidenTSattEKldea had been present from the very beginning, 
and that in a manner which was evident to all unless they were 
blinded by preconceived hostility. 

T V S v nnptir Gospels limit the cont act be tweenjesus a nd 
Jo hn the Baptist t o the brief moment of the baptism of Jesus . 
Jesus comes to the Jordan to be baptized b y Joh n (MarkTTc)); 
immediately after the baptism, the Spi rit impels him to go 
away into the desert and there he is tempted of the ..devil 
(Mark i. 12). But, in the Synoptic Gospels themselves, certain 
deta ils occur which it is not easy to harmonize with the idea 
•of such a b rief contac t. First of all there is the profopnd_impr.es- 
jlon_which John.the Baptist mad e upon Jesu s, which is borne 
out by the n umerous occasions o n which Jesus_sp£aks_ofJphn. 
Then there is the ind ication of Mark (i. 14) which connects 
the return of Jesus-tp ^alile e; andTthe begin ning of his ministr y 
proper, with the imprison ment of John . This touch in the story 
seems to sugg estT~that until then Jesus had been staying near 
John theja ptisO nTHus'reducing to a minimum the relation 
between Jesus and John the aim of the Synoptic Gospels.Ayas 
to prevent people from thinking that J esus owed the substan ce 
of his tcacHfng to John. 

IrThiTfirst chapter, the fourth evangelist goes so far as to 
omi t all refe rence to any direct con tact between Jesus and 
Johm He reduces the part of the Forerunner to that of a 
feitimonv given to a personage^whom he did not know in 
advance, whoT^Ta^glven moment, was made known to him 
by^the sign of the Spirit which descends on him like a 
dove (i. 29-34). But, in chapters iii. 22-iv. 3 the fourth 
evangelist gives the account"oFThat which he regards as- a 
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scconcLmecliug betwee n Jesus and John the Bap tist, and this 
story, we believe, is derived from a sourcewTnch we can to 
a large extent reconstitute, one which has preserve d mate rial 
o f very great value a nd interest. 

After his firsLjdsiLJo Jerusalem, says the Fourth Gospel, 
Jesus stays in Judaea and the r? baptize s. At this moment John 
is staying at Aenon, near to Salirr^ “because there was much 
w ater there. ” He also was baptizing, for, as the evangelist 
notes_£gpecially, “John was not yet cast into prison.” A ,disp ute 
or a discussion (^rrjat?) arises between the disciples of John 
and a Jew or a Judaean 1 on the s ubject of purificatio n. The 
disciples of John then come and tell their mast er th at “he 
that was with thee beyond Jorda n, to whom thou barest 
wi tness, the same baptizeth, and all men come u nto hiy n.” 
John replies by say ing: “A man can receive nothing, except 
it be given hiinJrom heaven,” which means tlidtlhe success 
of T esus shows t hat he has been sent by Go d. John reminds 
his disciples that he did notcalThimself the Messiah but only 
hisjierald, and he sums up his own attituHelrTthe words: 
“ He must increase, but I jnust decrease.” A section of an 
abs trac t c haracter fo llows, whichT seems” to belong to the word s 
sp oken ~ by John , but which at bottom is an expositio n of the 
personal reflections of the evangelist. He speaks of the testimony 
brought by hlm who comes'Jrom heaven, a testimony which 
men do not accep t. The account closes with these words: 
“When therefore the Lord knew how the Pharisees hacTKeard 
that Jesus made and baptized more disciples than John (though 
Jesus himself baptized not, but his disciples), heTeft Judaea, 
and departed ag ain into Galilee?* 

This_ story cannot have been written by one hand; the 
confusion of certain phrases, especially ~of~the~Tas t^ph rase, 
reveals the marks of revision and editing. Thus alonecarTwe 
explain the obscuritierand contradictions in the passage. The 
narrator, after having represented John the Baptist as bap¬ 
tizing freely, notes that at that moment he~wasTT<5tTir prison. 
A dispute between a Judaean or Jew and the d iscip les ofjohn 
leads to a complaint oTtheJatteragainstjejus. The disciples 
ofjohn are scan daliz ed at the success of a man whom their 
master, nevertheless, had formally declared to be greater than 

1 The word ’lovdalog is used inTHe Fourth Gospel in botFsensesT 












































273 


JESUS AND JOHN THE BAPTIST 


he. Some Pharisees emerge unexpectedly from nowhere at 
the end of th e story , and it is on their account that Jesus goes 
away. The inconsistencies are no less striking than the obscur¬ 
ities. Jesus hasjnoxc-jiiscip lcs than John (iii. 26; iv. 1) and 
yet no one receiv es his testimon y (iii. 32). He baptizes (iii. 22; 
iv. 1) and he does not baptize (iv. 2). We are here dealing 
with something**quite different from ed itorial incompeten ce. 
There is here the use of a source which the evangelist has 
modified and to which he has added material in order to 
it to hisjdcas^and to in corpo rate it into his story. In 
order to~cTeardiis up we must first of all eliminate all that 
obviously comes from the evangeli st himself . Thus, first of all, 
following the order of the narrative, we must exclude the 
y<xiremark-That John w^jiotVetjcast into prison . The evangelist 
realized that his account co ntradicted that of the S ynopt ists, 
according to which Jesus did not begin his ministry u ntil aft er 
JnVm bad been put in prison . He has emphasized the contra- 
di ctionT in order that peopFe should not think it was due to 
ahy confusionjor erro r onTlis pa rt. This means that h e wished 
to show^aFjicJiad very^goodj^asQns for differing from bis 
predecess ors on this poi nt. 

We ought also to consider as additions of the ev angelist 
to his source the allusions to th e acco unts the first chapter, 
for the idea of an activity of Jesus parallel withj:hat of John 
is not compatible^wfth the conception according to which 
John recognized injesijs, with whom he was not in direct 
contact, a person who was on an entirely different level from 


himself. 

Verses 31-36 deal with a series of ideas 1 2 in close connexion 
with the theological thought of the evangelist. Thus these 
verses also should be assigned to him. 

Finally, the touch in iv. 2 (though Jesus himself baptized 
not but his disciples) almost automatically betrays its 
character as a secondary element. This statement directly 
contradicts the data of the~source in trying to adapt it 
(which, indeed, it does rather badly) to the current idea, 


1 As he does in another place in connexion with the date of the death of 
Jesus (xiii. 1, xviii. 28, xix. 14). Cf. Intr ., II, p. 520. 

2 For instance, the ideas of him who cometh from heaven, the witness 
which he gives and which men do not receive. 
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which is also that of the evangelist, tha t Jesus himself did 
not baptize. 1 

When,fhese addit ions have been eli minated we still do ngt 
find the primitive te xt of the source. There, where we might 
suppose that he would follow it, the evangelist has made 
certain alterations which are e asy to perceive , although it is 
still not possiblF toTe consti tute the original text. 

First of alljwhat was this dispute Between the disciples of 
John and a Jew or a Ju daean ? For a long time it has been 
suspected that in the text of the so urce ma terial jthe reading 
was probably ‘Vith_those_of Jesus 5 ’ 2 3 * or “with Jesus .”3 The 
actual reading of the text ^Before us may be clue to a $£nbe.’s 
r^rror, or, as is still more likely, to the evangelist, who con¬ 
cluded that a discussion between the disciples of John and 
of Jesus would be incompatible with the testimony of the 
Forerunner reported in chapter i. The recourse to John seems 
to be derived from the^source^ as may be also theTeginning 
of his r epl y , at l east in its present formT 

Even when it has been freed from the parenthesis of verse 2, 
the conclusion of iv. 1-3 is still so confused that we must 
regard it as an adaptation. The allusion to the Pharisees 
must have been introduced in order to give a different motive 
for Jesus’s departure for Galilee than that of the discussion 
with the disciples of John. The only words belonging to the 
original source will then be: “When therefore the Lord knew 
... he left Judaea and departed again into Galilee.” Can we 
guess, from the source, what it was that the Lord thus knew, 
which caused him to leave Judaea? This cannot be the dispute 
itself, since he was evidently directly involved in it. It can 
only mean either: t he fact that Tohn had heard of~tKe dispute, 
or, the re marks whic h John made on the srubject. “We Tre 
thus coifironted with two hypotheses: either that Jesus with¬ 
d rew ap d went away to exer cise his ministry el sewhere becau se 
he did n ot wis h- to be , or even appear to _b_e T~a rival of John, 
or that the statement of John the Baptist was differentl^wbrded 

1 This appears to be true of at least the greater part of his ministry. 

3 O. Holtzmann: Das Johannesevangelium, Darmstadt, 1889, p. 210. 

3 An old conjecture of Bentley and Semler, which was taken up afresh 

by Baldensperger (Der Prolog des vierten Evangeliums , sein polemisch - 

apologetischer Z weck , Freiburg im Br., Leipzig, Tubingen, 1898, p. 66). 
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i n the -orig inal source. In that case it would be equivalent to 
a disavowal ofjesus By John the Baptist. In leaving and going 
elsewhere Jesus would thus have only drawn the l ogical con - 
clusion from this statement. At a later stage we shall have to 
inquire whether it is possible to c hoose between th ese tw o 
explanations. 

At the beginning of this passage we are told that Jesus is 
in Judaea and that John is at Aenon, near to Sa lim (i ii. 23-32). 
Jesus is certainly at the same place. The precise indication, 
however, is only given with reference to John, although the 
narrative mentions Jesus first of all. From this we may infer 
that the source was mainly ‘concerned with John, and hence 
that it emanated from a Bapti sTgroup. * 

Reduced to its essential elements, this passage Jeach es us 
thaj Jesus, after working on lines similar to those of the Baptis_t, 
separated from him as a result of a dispute or a discussion* 
due to a differenced! opinionabout purifica tion or the question 
o f baptism . 

The data provided by this document do not agree with the 
manner in which the relation between Jesus and John is 
repres ented, both in the Synoptic Gospels and in the Fourth 
Gospel? it isj herefore impossible to regard them as traditional. 
The correctionTwhich the~evangelist has made”on~this docu- 
ment prevent us., on the other hand, from attributing it 
actually, to^him. Thus we are forced to regard the source as 
an ancient document, which is independ ent of the Christian 
tracEtionTThe mam thing to note aboutthis document is th at 
iTbears witness to a very important fact: that jcsus began by 
preaching and baptizing in the same way and in the same 
spiriTas“John; thaFhe'tifen severedTris-cannexion with John 
because he had changed his views on the question of purifi¬ 
cation ; that is to say , ab out the eflicacy of baptism ? 

Although Jesus left John, and although his Gospel was thus 
more than a prolongation - of the teaching of the .Baptist, the 
influence of John on Jesus was not wholly negative. The very 
fact of being obliged to admit a difference of opinion led Jesus 
to clarify and formu IatcTTii i own thoughlTThus, in this way, 
John’s influence onJesuTwas positive and direct. Although 
Jesus felt that the message of JohrTfEe Baptist was incomplete 
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and therefore ineffective, nevertheless, he never ceased to 
regard him as a prophet sent by God. John came “in the way 
of righteousness” (Matt. xxi. 32), and those who accepted 
his message and received his baptism “justified God,” that is 
to say, they acted in conformity with His will; those who 
refused to listen to it “rejected the counsel of God” (Luke vii. 
2 9“3 0 )- John the Baptist is the greatest among the prophets 
(Matt. xi. 9-11*), in the next breath Jesus makes one important 
reservation by adding that the least in the Kingdom of God 
is greater than he. This places John outside the new order; 
he belongs to that of the Law and the Prophets and the close 
of the old dispensation (Matt. xi. 12-13). 

From the Gospels, too, we learn that Jesus compared John 
with Elijah, who, according to a widespread Jewish belief, 
was to return as the forerunner of the Messiah. 1 

Mark (ix. 9 -I 3 ) relates that as they came down from the 
Mount of Transfiguration the disciples reminded Jesus of the 
teaching of the scribes about the return of Elijah. Jesus repeated 
their phrase and then asked: “How then is it written of the 
Son of Man that he should suffer and be despised?” But, he 
continues, “Elias is come already, but they have done unto 
him whatsoever they listed, as it is written of him.” 2 

This fragment is composed of contradictory elemen ts. The 
first saying of Jesus shows the e v i d e n tc ontr adic tion between 
the necessity for the su fferin gs and the humiliation of the Son 
of Man, and^ the idea'oTthe re-esj&blishment of order in the 
world through the ministry of Elias. For, indeed, in a world 

1 On this doctrine see Mai. iii. 23!.; Ecclus. xlviii. 10-11; Or, syb, V, 
187-189; 4 Esdras vi. 26 ff. Cf. Schurer, II, pp. 524 ff. Lagrange: Le 
Messianisme chez Us Juifs, Paris, 1909, pp. 210—213. Bousset-Gressmann : 
Die Religion des Judentumss, Tubingen, 1926, pp. 232 ff. Klausner, pp. 
244 ff. Strack-Billerbeck, IV, pp. 780 ff., etc. 

1 Matthew (xvii. 9-13) has the same story with some variants which are 
not very important. The most notable is a conclusion in which he formulates 
that which Mark had only implied: “Then.the disciples understood that 
he spake unto them of John the Baptist.” Luke has no equivalent of this 
section. This does not prove that he did not know of it. The purely Jewish 
doctrine of the return of Elijah was of no interest for his readers who were 
Gentile-Christians, and it was scarcely intelligible to them. This is why 
Luke has allowed this passage to fall out of his narrative. 
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ruled by the principles of order the Son of Man would be 
welcomed with enthusiasm. 

This first statement is_jcertainly authentic, since it speaks 
of the sufferings and the humiliation offthe Son of Man and 
not of his death . Jesus thus rejected the d octrine of the retur n 
of Elijah becaus e he regarded it as opposed^to the method 
of the ministry ofjth&J?o n of Ma n, as he conceived_it. 

Thej^econd saying_of Jesus maintains, on the contrary, the 
doctrine of the return of Elijah, although, it is true, it is 
emptied of all positive content; it seems, therefore, to be an 
editorial_addition, designed to re-introduce the doctrine of 
tfte return of Elijah, which proved a satisfying interpretation 
of the "position of John the Baptist in relation to Jesus in 
Christian thought. It might, however, be based upon an 
authentic saying similar to that which is preserved inj\latt. xi. 
14, where Jesus sa y s^that John the Bap tist was the Elijah who 
was to come. Thus it belongs to the first part of th e_ministry 
of Jesus, to that in which Jesus had not yet seen the necessity 
for the Suffering Messialr 1 2 

If tMs' be the true versi on of the story we would have here 
a typical example of the way in which Jesus gradually freed 
himself from certain traditional doctrines. 

While, on the one hand, Jesus said: “The Law and the 
Prophets . . . until John, 55 he also said: “Since John the Gospel 
is preached (or forced), 552 thus he felt that John marked the 

1 This is also the opinion of Dibelius: Urchr. Ueberl. iib. Joh. d. T., p. 32. 

2 This saying is somewhat obscure. It is differently rendered in Matthew 
and in Luke. Matthew (xi. 12-13) reads thus: “And from the days of John 
the Baptist until now the kingdom of heaven suffereth violence (?) 
{pid^eTai) and the violent take it by force. For all the prophets and the 
Law prophesied until John.” Luke (xvi. 16) has: “The law and the 
prophets were until John: since that time the kingcfom of God is preached 
(EvayyeXttsTcu) and every man presseth into it.” It is Luke who seems 
to have preserved the original form of that part of the phrase about the 
prophets until John, for the verb “have prophesied,” which can be applied 
only with difficulty to the Law, seems to have been added by Matthew in 
order to explain the somewhat obscure formula given by Luke, and also 
to assert the solidarity of the Gospel with the religion of the Old Testament. 
The interpretation of the phrase about the Kingdom of God is especially 
difficult. It seems very probable that the verb evayysMCerai has been 
substituted by Luke for the obscure /haferai of Matthew. But the meaning 
varies considerably, according as one reads as a middle (the Kingdom 





















278 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

end of an era, that of the Law and the Prophets, and that a 
new era was about to open. Hence he saw in John the fore¬ 
runner, if notTof the Messiah, at least of the Messianic era. 


It would also be interesting to know the verdict of John the 
Baptist on Jesus. On the evidence of chapter in in the Fourth 
GospBhftrseems unlikely that he did not know him atjill, and 
that onThe day o rhis~baptism Jesus w as jusFone of the many 
pilgrims who pressed round Jiim on the banks of thejordan. 1 
How could John notThave known of Jesus, who, after being 
his disciple, afterwards separated from him? Matthew (xi. 2-6) 
andTjuke (vii. 18-23) relate anTncident which to some 
extent provides an answer to the question which has been 
raised. From his pri son John^ who had heard rumours of the 
activity of Jesus, sent to him two of his disciples^ who, on the 
part dflhgflmaster, asked him t his quest ion: “Art thou he 
that should^come^ or look we for another? 55 Jesus replied by 
pointing to the miracles which he had worked, and to his 
preaching of the Gosp el, tharils to say, to the fulfilment of 
the Messi anic program me which is found in ThcTBook of 
Isaiah (xxix. 1-19, xxxv, 5, lxi. i). He concludes with these 
words: “Blessed is he who is not offendedJnjne, 55 which seems 
to suggest that in the thought of the evangelists^John was not 
satisfied with the reply of Jesu s. 2 We cannot, however, come 
to a definite conclusion on this point. This shows that the 
interest ^>f th ^story^centres in Tesus and not hin J ohn the 
Baptist. This seems to suggest that the inc ident is n ot authentic, 
for an historical account would not have been so completely 

of God arrives .with force) or as a passive (it is forced violently, one tries 
hard to make it come by violent means, which might be a point against 
the Zealots). The meaning also varies a good deal according to whether 
we regard what is said about the violent men as blame or approval. Probably 
the evangelists did not understand very well the meaning of this logion 
because they were ignorant of the circumstances in which it was uttered. 
This creates a likelihood of its authenticity, because tradition would not 
have created a saying whose meaning it could not understand. 

1 E. Petersen: Urchristentum und Manddismus, Z-N.T.W., XXVII, 1928, 

pp. 88 f. 

3 The discourse on John the Baptist which follows and in which Jesus says 
that the least in the Kingdom of God is greater than John (Matt. xi. n*) 
confirms this impression. 
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detached from the conclusion to which it seemed toJieTending. 
What is still more conclusive is that the questi on w hich is 
supposed to have been put to -Jesns__is co nceived from the 
Christian point of view, and not f rom the poi nt of view of 
John theTBaptist^ who expected transcendent Messiah and 
could not^imagine that the Messiah rmpit~he a^igure in 
history whose comi ng he had himself announ ced^ 

The way in which Matthew and Luke relate th e sendin g 
of the disciples oLJohnTo Jes us se ems to imply that, in the 
mind of the nar rators, John was not convinced. If the tradition 
had thoughTth e opposite , the evan^isl^woukl not have failed 
to say that after having ren dered the homa ge oLaTproph et to 
Je sus Tg ESTwould have rendered it a second time, founded 
this time upon the work wEIcE~had been ^complish ed. 

Thus Johrf persisted in his point of v iew. Aft er J esus had 
left him John~5nIy saw in him an unfaithful disciple and 
al mostaTenegade. 





































CHAPTER XI 


THE FORM OF THE TEACHING OF JESUS 

The apostolic age was less interested in what Jesus thought 
and t aughtT han Tn what he was , in his life , his dea th, and Ills 
resurrection . The supreme object of its faith and meditation 
was the heaven ly and glorified Chri st. To the extent in which 
the Church adhered to'a doctrine at all, it was not to that which 
JesusJha d taugh t but to that in w hich his pers on and his work 
fo rmed both t he content and thejfijject. 1 This feeling of the 
Early Church is, onlKewhole, in harmony with that o f Tesu s 
himself. He never said: “I am come to teach,” but “I am 
come to kindle a fire upon ea rth ... I have a baptism to be 
baptized with” (LukeTxii. 49). 

I. The General Character of the Teaching of Jesus 

However, Jesus did teach , and his teaching must have been 
remarkably powerful and original, since a tradi tio n which was 
not particularly concerned with it has preserved a careful 
and accurate record of it. 

The evangelists testify to the i mpressi on produced by the 
preaching of Jesus: “He taught,” says Mark, “as one having 
authority, and not as do the Scrib es.” (Marki. 22*; cf. Matt. vii. 
29.) His hearers were struck by the contrast between the 
t eachin g ofje&us, who spoke directly in the n ame of God. 
and with the authori ty which his sense of prophetic vocation 
gave him, and that of the rabbis, which was confined to 
commenting on the text of__Sc ripture and to quoting and 
discussing the opinion of the teachers of the past and the data 
provided by tradition. 

Of the teaching of Jesus it may be said that the wealth of its 
content has caused the originality of the form' to be ignored. 
Attention has been concentrated, very rightly, on the actual 

tr uths which Jesus uttered, but this means that very often the 

«--—, 

1 This was the case even when, as in the Epistle to the Hebrews (ii. 3, 
iii. 1), it was believed that Jesus himself had taught the doctrine professed 
by the Church. 
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\ yay in whic hjJifSLA yere sai^ was overlooked mo re, 
just^or right. The words and discourses of Jesus, however, 
would bear comparison with the most finished products of the 
human mind, and ought to be ranked among the masterpieces 
of world literature. 

In the words of Weidel: “The form of the teaching of Jesus, 
the way in which he clothes his interior life in words, indubitably 
possesses an ardstic ^ char acter. The wealth of the style is 
remarkable. Jesus couldTell a story in a very living , simple, 
and arresting way ; he knew how to stir the minds of his hearers 
wit h vigou r; if necessary he could pour forth scorn with unmis ¬ 
ta kable energ y, he could co nsole with gentl eness, humiliate 
with biting_sarcasm, blame withjplttexiiess, be indignant with 
intemejvigour, anJVejQice intensely. Etveiywhere jie manifests. 
hi s creative o riginality. Everything is brief, every word hits 
the target, all is concre te. There is never a wordLtQO much. 
His words always give the impression that they are ^lf-evident. 
They seem as though they could never be any different from 
what they are, and this proves that they have issued from 
withmin a living and spontaneous manner.” 1 

T he art in the words an d sayings of Jes us isjvholLy insdnrJtiye. 
It is not the result of an artificia l m ediod. There is no striving 
after effect. Jesus does not try to dazzle his hearers by the 
brilliance of his eloquence. In him the style is so marvellously 
adapted to the content that it does not attract attention. His 
words are only the supple and transparent garment ofjhis^ 
thought. With him simplicity never be comes "Banal. It is the 
result of a spont aneous capacity for finding the most Jiving^ 
direct, and s imple expressi on for the richest ideas.^, 

1 K. Weidel: Jesu Personlichkeit , pp. 71 ff. Cf. also this opinion of H. H. 
Wendt : “All his art and all his force expresses itself in his popular and 
spontaneous eloquence. There is nothing of the pedant about him as a 
teacher, nor does he use any of the hairsplitting refinements of the speech 
of the schools. Jesus did not use new forms. He used the usual methods of 
popular language with all its spontaneity, but he used it with ease and 
surencss, with restraint and with taste. His great originality came from 
the wealth of his imagination and the penetration of his judgment. His^ 
imagi nation was always providing him with fresh material . Always he 
goes straight to th e essentia l, and h e_presses i t home in the most arrestin g 
languageJie3JU&nd^-(Z)z> Lehre Jesu Gottingen, 1901, p. 137]^ 
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None of the images used by Jesus—image, comparison, 
parable, allegory, antithesis, repetition—are absolutely new. 
They occur in the Prophets, in the Wisdo m literature, and 
among the rabbis. But although, from this point of view, Jesus 
may have cr eated nothing n ew, the form of his teaching still 
remains original; he never used traditi onal method s in a 
mechanical way. Never before had any teacher a chieve d this 
perfect adaptation of the form to the c ontent , this elasticity, 
and at the same time accurac y of expression whicfr , from the 
point_ of view of form , make the teaching o f Jesus someth ing 
quit e uniq ue. 

The fact that there is nothing of the dilettante about him, 
no striving after effect, that nothing comes between him and 
his hearers, means that each of his sayings permits us to see 
right into his soul. EaclTphraseTs^like^a"window whichTopens 
into his soul, a fevelatio n of h is pe rsonali ty. This is why, 
although his personality remains the most mysterious in 
history, it is also the most transparent. 

There-is nothing ^sotenc about the teaching of Jesus. 
Properly speaking, - the term “teaching 55 does not describe his 
words very well. It would be better to call it “preaching, 55 
although in this instance the usual sense in which this word 
is used might lead to misunderstanding. Jesus appeals to the 
wjlljrather than to the in tel ligence . If he tries to persuade he 
does so ihT 15 fder to obtain obedience. He is not aiming at 
securing an intellectual consent. This is why his words are 
also acts, and cannot be separated from his person. 

In his teaching Jesus did not follow any preconceived plan. 
The subjects with which he dealt were suggested to him as he 
went along by^th e cir cumstances and the thousand-and-one 
little happenings of daily life^ by the questions ofi his hearers, 
or byThe objecfions which so me of them raised. With most of 
his sayings, at least, this must have been the case, even when 
they have been preserved in the form of aphorisms, without 
any indication of the circumstances in which they were uttered. 

None of his sayings gives thcMmpres^ fragment 

detached from a whole, an element in a system. There is no 
t heoreti cal de finitio n, not even'of the ideas which are most 
essentiarJbi^his^ line of thought, as, for^nstance^hose of the 
KingdoinTof God or of ffieTSon of Man. 
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Cuvier could reconstruct a skeleton from a few bones. We 
might be tempted to try to do the same in trying to reconstruct 
the system of thought of Jesus by using the known elements in 
his teaching. An undertaking of this kind would be useless 
and unnecessary, since each one of the sayings of Jesus is the 
overflow of a personality throbbing with life. 1 

The simplicity of the teaching of Jesus strikes us still more 
when we compare it with the complicated character of the 
teaching of the rabbis. Even with questions of a most trans¬ 
parent character, their treatment was full of subtle definitions 
and distinctions, recalling differing opinions on some trifling 
point of detail, and the most improbable hypotheses. In the 
teaching of Jesus, on the contrary, everything is concentrated 
on the essential point, without ever losing touch with reality, 
and also without any concern to establish_J qgical princ iples 
with a theoretical aB^tfacTvalue. On one occasion Jesus will 
say: “Hethat isnot against us is for us” (Mark ix. 40*); on 
another occasion he says: “He who is not with me is against 
me” (Matt. xii. 30*). Neither of these two sayings is an abstract 
principle. TheJirs L refers to me n_w ho cast out demonsj m~lhe 
name of jesus without hav in g joined the grou p of the disci ples. 
The second refers to some PJiariseesjwho accus e^ him oi being 
inspired by Beelzeb ub. 

This also explains the 4>ara doxes ofJ fcsujL. They are not the 
inx^ttoh' of an ingenious mmd bentpat all costs, on creating 
%n original expression . They are only the consequence of his 
concentration of thought on an essential point thrown into 
high relief, the ideas with which it is connected being either 
left in the background or else entirely ignored. This gives the 
mind a kind of shock and thus prepares people to understand 
what Jesus is wanting to say. Nothing could be more absurd 
than to interpret these paradoxes as rational formulae, which, 
conceived as a programme of life, would prove impossible to 
realize, and would force us to admit that the teaching of 
Jesus is visionary in character. 

Although the speech of Jesus is essentially spontaneous it 

1 On this point, see the judicious remarks of H. J. Holtzmann : Neut, 
Theol., I 3 , pp. 177 ff. 
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reveals great dialectical ability, an ability which is entirely 
instinctive, and possibly due less to his innate gifts than to his 
habit of mind, which always went straight to the heart of any 
matter, ignoring all that is non-essential. In discussions with 
his enemies, Jesus is able equally to escape from the toils of the 
insidious questions in which they tried to entangle him, such 
as the question of paying tribute to Caesar (Mark xii. 13-17*), 
or of the resurrection (Mark xii. 18-27*), or of divorce (Mark x. 
1—12*), for instance, or to place his enemies in an embarrassing 
position himself, by setting the Old Testament over against 
their law of Corban (Mark vii. 9-13*), or by asking them 
questions no less cunning than their own, and to which they 
could not reply, like the subject of the Davidic ancestry of the 
Messiah (Mark xi. 35-37*), or the origin of the baptism of 
John (Mark xi. 29-33*). There are several reason? for the 
superiority of Jesus to his enemies in this respect. He possessed 
an innate aptitu de fo r seizing the weak point in an argument, 
thus involving his adversary in cxmtradictory statements and 
exposing him to ridicule. But, above all, he does not remain 
on the surface, but goes straight to the essence of the matter, 
thanks to his profound sense of spiritual reality, and to the 
fact that his mind is literally steeped in the Scriptures, which 
to him are not, as they are to rabbis, an arsenal of texts and 
arguments, but a perennial fountain of living inspiration. 

II. The Methods 

There is no contradiction, after having emphasized the 
spontaneity of the teaching of Jesus, in trying to describe the 
methods which he used most frequently to express his thoughts; 
the word “method” is, of course, here used in its usual sense, 
meaning the method which Jesus used most frequently to 
express his thought and to bring its meaning home to the 
minds of his hearers with the utmost simplicity and absence 
of artifice. If we use the term “method” rather than that of 
“literary form” or “style,” which might perhaps convey the 
meaning better, this is because the expression “literary form” 
cannot be applied to anything except written work; now 
what we call “literature” was alien to the method of Jesus, 
but when he spoke he certainly meant to be understood. 

Jesus never starts from formulas or from abstract or theoretical 
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definitions, but the wealth of imagery which he uses gives a 
very concrete character to all that he says. Everything is 
presented pictorially. Is he asked a question about one’s duty 
to one’s neighbour? He replies by telling the Parable of the 
Good Samaritan (Luke x. 29-37). Do the disciples dispute 
for the first place? He sets a little child in the midst (Mark ix. 
33-37). Does he wish to show the vanity of riches, in which 
men place their confidence? He tells the story of a man who is 
preparing to pull down his barns and build others large 
enough to hold his abundant harvests, who dies at the very 
moment when he thinks he has heaped enough wealth to last 
him for many years to come (Luke xii. 16-21). Or does he 
wish to show up pride in its true colours, and show that God 
is gracious to those whose hearts are humble? He gives a 
picture of a Pharisee and a Publican in the Temple (Luke xviii. 
9-14). These are not so much parables as illustrations of a 
truth by a concrete example. When Jesus wishes to give advice 
he does so in concrete terms. He does not confine himself to 
saying that we ought not to resist the wicked, but he adds: 
“Whosoever shall smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to him 
the other also . . . and whosoever shall compel thee to go a 
mile, go with him twain. Give to him that asketh thee, and 
from him that would borrow of thee turn not thou away” 
(Matt. v. 38-42*). 

Sometimes the image is replaced by an act and a word by 
a gesture, as when Jesus places a child before his disciples as a 
model (Mark ix. 36*), or when, during the course of the Last 
Supper, he passes round the Cup to remind them of the cup 
which he will drink with them in the Kingdom of Heaven, 
and bread, as the symbol of the way he gives his life to his 
own (Mark xiv. 22-25*). His whole manner of life—his 
itinerating ministry, the discomforts he endured as he went 
round Galilee preaching the Gospel or when he was obliged 
to flee from the menacing hostility of Herod—forms part of 
this teaching by the example which it gives to his own followers. 

Now let us examine a little more closely the images which are 
used by Jesus. 1 In this respect no teacher has ever used more 

1 Cf. Weinel : Die Bildersprache Jesu in ihrer Bedeutung fiir die Erforschung seines 
inneren Lebens , Giessen, 1900. 


286 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

rich and varied language. The images which he employs are 
drawn from many different sources, from the daily life of the 
countryside, of the village, of the lake, and also from that of 
the merchant, from public life and from war. Those of the latter 
group are, it is true, a little obvious and show a limited know¬ 
ledge of the sphere from which they are drawn. This is true of 
images like that of the merchant who sells all that he has in 
order to buy a pearl of great price or a field which contains 
a hidden treasure (Matt. xiii. 44-46), or that of the king who 
sits down to calculate the chances of winning a victory over 
an enemy whose numbers are superior to his own (Luke xiv. 
31), or again, of the man who goes into a far country to take 
possession of a kingdom (Luke xix. 12), or of the father who 
divides his possessions between his sons (Luke xv. 12). But, 
most frequently, the images are drawn from that which Jesus 
knew directly. The following instances all belong to this 
category; the sower in his field, the fisherman in the boat with 
his nets, the father of the family whose children come to ask 
him for fish or bread, who rules his household, gives orders 
to his servants, and supervises his steward, the man who wakes 
his neighbour in order to borrow some bread, the shepherd 
who takes care of his sheep and counts them, the peasant 
whose ox or ass has fallen into a well, the woman who sweeps 
the house, the children who play in the market-place, and the 
workmen who wait there to be hired, the rich landlord with 
his cares and his fear of thieves, the judge whom one is obliged 
to importune in order to obtain justice, the sheep who stray 
because they have no shepherd. In all these images there is no 
false accent like those which disfigure the parable of the olive- 
tree in Paul, 1 or those which make the pictures of the author 
of the Book of Revelation so confusing. The images of Jesus 
reveal a gift of keen and accurate observation. Jesus finds 
material for comparisons which are simple and yet arresting 
in the very common sights which so many people see without 
seeing, such as the hen who gathers her chickens under her 

1 Rom. xi. 17-23. Paul speaks of branches of wild olive being grafted into 
a cultivated olive-tree, and of branches which, after being cut off and 
thrown out, are regrafted into a “good olive-tree.” This picture has not 
been visualized; it has been laboriously constructed, and the language 
sounds like algebra. This is the very opposite of the imagery used by Jesus. 
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wings, the lightning which flashes across the sky, the sheep 
in the midst of wolves. 

It is difficult to understand how some people can have 
thought that Jesus did not care for nature, because, with 
views like those of Hermon, Tabor, Carmel, the Lake of 
Galilee all around him, he never mentions them. 1 First of all 
our sources are too fragmentary for us to draw any certain 
conclusions from that which they do not contain. And, “above 
all, we must not forget that feeling for nature, in the sense of 
the admiration of natural scenery, was a sentiment unknown 
to the ancient world. Jesus speaks of the birds of heaven 
(Matt. vi. 26, viii. 20, x. 29) and of the splendour of the 
flowers (Matt. vi. 28-30) in a way which is sufficient to prove 
that he is not without a feeling for nature. But what interests 
him in nature most of all is the living world around him. He 
speaks of the life of men, of animals, and plants, because in 
this sphere he finds comparisons to illustrate the moral life. 
In this sense he could draw nothing from natural scenery. 
The only occasion on which he spoke of inanimate things was 
to say that if his disciples were forced to be silent the very 
stones would cry out (Luke xix. 40). The images of Jesus are 
never mere ornaments of a discourse. They are means by 
which it is easier to understand a thought which is wholly 
practical in its aim. Perhaps it would be better to call them 
metaphors and comparisons rather than images. If we feel 
some classification is here required we might arrange the 
images which Jesus used in two groups. There are first of all 
those which illustrate a principle and give it a concrete 
character: for instance, that of the birds which do not fall 
to the ground without the permission of the Heavenly Father 
(Matt. x. 29). In a second group we would place those which, 
although they are very briefly described, really contain a 
whole story. In reality these are condensed parables. 

Jesus did not create the parable; it is a usual literary form in 
the East, and was frequently used by the rabbis, 2 but as a rule 
the characters they introduce are shadowy and lifeless figures. 

1 P. W. Schmidt : Geschichte Jesu, I, p. 54. 

3 Fiebig: Altjiidische Gleichnisse und die Gleichnisse Jesu , Tubingen, 1904; 
Die Gleichnissreden Jesu im Lichte des rabbinischen £eifalters, Tubingen, 1912. 
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Frequently the thought is complicated—everything is mean, 
doctrinaire, artificial. The use made of the parable before the 
time of Jesus is, however, important, because it was sufficiently 
frequent to have established certain features and certain 
characteristics of this literary device in such a way that we 
can use them in the interpretation of the parables of Jesus. 
Thus Merx has shown that a parable always contains all it 
needs for its own explanation, hence there is no need to 
interpret it in the light of some other idea outside its own 
sphere of reference. On the other hand, in the parables there 
are often some features and details whose function is simply 
that of making the picture more distinct and concrete, and of 
which there is no need to give an explanation. 1 The parable, 
as we meet it on nearly every page of the Gospels, 2 is the 
illustration and demonstration of a truth of a religious order' 
by a story, in which there is set forth a principle or a statement 
of the same order in the sphere of material life, in the life of 
nature, in that of the relations of men with one another, etc. 
A parable is distinguished from a comparison first of all because 
the truth which is to be demonstrated is most often not directly 
formulated, and then because instead of being grafted on to a 
process of development, it forms a whole, which is self-sufficient. 

Parable has sometimes been confused with allegory. Julicher 
has made a clear and wise distinction between these two 
literary forms, although possibly his distinction is too rigid 
and academic. Allegory is a literary device in which a group 
or a system of ideas is expressed by an entirely different system 
of ideas. In allegory the agreement between the sign and the 
thing signified is carried out to the very smallest detail. It is a 
kind of algebraical language. In the parable, the truth of an 
idea or of a principle is made evident and tangible by a story 
which draws its material from a quite different sphere. The 

1 Ad. Merx: Die vier kanonischen Evangelien nach ihrem aeltesten bekannten 
Text , Berlin, 1897-1911, II, 1, p. 291. 

2 The standard work on the parables is that of A. Julicher: Die 
Gleichnissreden Jesu , Freiburg im Br., Tubingen, Leipzig, I, 1888, 2 1899; 
II, 1899. See also Bugge: Die Hauptparabeln Jesu ausgelegt , Giessen, 1903. 
H. Weinel: Die Gleichnisse Jesu , Leipzig, 1 1910. Buzy: Introduction aux 
paraboles evangeliques , Paris, 1912. 
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allegorical interpretation of a parable would not merely try 
to discover the central idea which Jesus wants to bring out, 
but it would also try to define the meaning of each detail, 
without realizing that several of these details may have been 
introduced into the story for no other reason than that of 
making the story more living and concrete. 

Here is an example which will illustrate what I mean. Let 
us take the Parable of the Prodigal Son. If we regard it as an 
allegory we must try to interpret it into rational language. 
Then we would say: the father means God; the prodigal son 
is the sinner, and an exact meaning will be found for all the 
other elements in the story: the husks, the robe, the sandals, 
the ring, and the fatted calf. Allegorical exegesis has expended 
a wealth of ingenious explanation along this line. 1 Tertullian, 
for instance, interprets the fortune squandered by the young 
man as the natural knowledge of God. Eucherius takes the 
robe to mean baptism and faith; while Olshausen interprets 
the ring (which he imagines has a seal) as the seal of the Holy 
Spirit, and the sandals, capacity to walk in the ways of God. 
Thiersch thinks the fatted calf means the Eucharist. In the 
husks, St. Augustine sees the doctrinae saeculares , and some of 
the Fathers, on account of the taste of these fruits which are 
both sweet and bitter, the passions of the world which attract 
men but only leave them with bitter memories. 2 

If, on the contrary, the story of Jesus is regarded as a parable, 
we would simply say: the attitude of God towards the sinner 
who returns to Him is like that of a father who welcomes his 
sinful and penitent child. 

The theory of Julicher which we have just summarized 

1 On this see Julicher, I, p. 219. 

2 Hilary of Poitiers (cf. Julicher, I, p. 226) explains the Parable of the 
Grain of Mustard Seed in the same way, saying that the branches of 
the tree are the Apostles of Christ whose preaching covers the world, and the 
birds which take refuge in the branches arc the pagans who seek refuge 
in the Church in the midst of the tempests stirred up by the spirit of 
the devil. Some of the Fathers (cf. J. Weiss: Evang. des Markus und Lukas , 
pp. 462 ff.) say that the inn to which the Good Samaritan led the man 
who fell among thieves is the Church which takes in fallen humanity; 
the inn-keeper is the bishop, and the two denarii which he receives are 
the Old and the New Testaments. In some cathedral windows the Fall of 
Man and the Parable of the Good Samaritan are associated. 
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represents a salutary reaction from all the complicated subtle¬ 
ties of allegorical interpretation. 1 We must not, however, 
use it in too absolute a sense. The teaching of Jesus is too 
living, and therefore too complex, for us to be able to lay down 
as a principle that it contains no element of allegory at all, 
and claim that every time a parable is presented as an allegory 
it must have been altered in this sense by a later tradition. 
Some of the parables, like those of the sower, or the labourers 
in the vineyard, for instance, are really allegories and indeed 
very transparent allegories. 

Jiilicher’s theory does not harmonize with the fact that 
although several of the parables are represented in the Gospels 
as replies of Jesus to questions which have been addressed to 
him, and hence as illustrations of truths which might have run 
the risk of being imperfectly understood if they had been 
presented in an abstract form, there are others whose real 
meaning can only be understood by the initiated, who— 
because the mystery of the Kingdom of God has been given 
unto them—receive, in private, explanations which serve as a 
key to the parables. For those who are without, the parable, 
far from illuminating the thought of Jesus, makes it more 
obscure; the hearer believes that he has understood when he 
has not, in such instances the parable only serves to dull the 
mind and harden the heart of the hearer. This system is set 
forth by Mark (iv. 10-12) in the clearest possible manner. 

In order to grasp the exact significance of the fragment in 
which this theory is expounded we need to realize the position 
it occupies. In an earlier group of stories (i. 14-45), Mark 
gives a picture of the activity of Jesus, and depicts the en¬ 
thusiastic welcome which he receives from the crowd. In a 
second section (ii. i-iii. 6) he presents (evidently intentionally) 
an accumulation of conflicts which arise between Jesus and 
his enemies; this arrangement is obviously dictated more by 
the desire to express the idea of the evangelist concerning the 
course and connexion of the narrative, and as an explanation 
of the story, than by the intendon of telling a straightforward 
story in the simplest way. Thus in this section he shows the 

1 It is true that the exegesis of the nineteenth century has rarely pushed 
this method to ridiculous extremes. 
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growth of the opposition to Jesus, implies the defeat which is 
in store, and allows us to guess at the drama which is being 
prepared, since he shows us the Pharisees and the Herodians 
discussing together how they can get Jesus put to death. A 
third section (iii. 7-19) shows Jesus, who, without allowing 
himself to be discouraged by these unfavourable signs, prepares 
for the future by the institution of the apostolate. In a fourth 
section the conflict becomes more acute, the family of Jesus 
declares that he has become mentally unhinged, and the 
Pharisees proclaim that he is possessed by Beelzebub (iii. 20-35). 
It is at this point that the group of parables is placed, with its 
accompanying theory. After Jesus has told the parable of the 
Sower (iv. 1-9), his disciples, when they are alone with him, 
ask him to explain the meaning of the parables (rjpwTwv ras 
napapoXas) (iv. 10). The answer of Jesus is composed of two 
elements which are not very well connected with each other. 
The first element is what we might call the general theory of 
the parable, the second is the explanation of the parable of 
the Sower. Jesus says first of all: “Unto you it is given to know 
the mystery of the Kingdom of God: but unto them that are 
without, all these things are done in parables: That seeing 
they may see and not perceive, and hearing they may hear 
and not understand; lest at any time they should be converted, 
and their sins should be forgiven them” 1 (iv. n-12). Hubert 
Pernot 2 has argued that here Iva ought not to be translated 
“in order that,” but “so that.” Certainly it cannot be denied 
that from the philological point of view this interpretation is 
possible .3 The reason which Pernot gives for adopting this 
rendering is this: that if we here give a final meaning to Iva, 
the thought expressed would be in contradiction with the 
declaration reported a little further on by Mark himself: 
“If any man have ears to hear, let him hear” (iv. 23). In my 
opinion this argument does not seem at all conclusive, for 

1 These last words have been drawn from Isa. vi. 9-10 (LXX). 

1 H. Pernot: Pages choisies des Evangiles, Paris, 1925, p. 113. Etudes sur la 
langue des Evangiles, Paris, 1927, pp. 90 f. 

3 Pernot quotes a certain number of typical passages, especially a passage 
from the grammarian Apollonius Dyscole (second century a.d.), who 
gives this meaning. See also J. Viteau : Etude sur le grec du Nouveau Testament. 
Le Verbe, Syntaxe des propositions, Paris, 1893, p. 74, n. 1. Abel: Grammaire 
du grec biblique, Paris, 1927, Klf 64, 69, h.k. 79, e.f. Bauer: col. 589. 
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Mark might very well have thought that “those who have 
ears to hear” are precisely those to whom it is given to know 
the mysteries of the Kingdom of God. Although the order of 
chapter iv in Mark is not very clear, with its alternation of 
parables addressed to the crowd, and of sayings addressed to 
the disciples only, it seems, all the same, as if it were to the 
latter only that the words were addressed: “If any man have 
ears to hear, let him hear.” Pernot could have strengthened 
his argument still further by saying that although Jesus was 
speaking to the multitude, and did all that was possible to 
reach a large circle of hearers, this cannot have been with the 
intention of not being understood by them. If he wished to 
reserve his teaching for a restricted circle, nothing would have 
been easier for him than to instruct them in private. It is 
difficult to see what could have made him wish to reach the 
crowd. Pernot also remarks, in favour of the interpretation of 
Iva in the sense of oti, that, in the parallel passages, whereas 
Luke (viii. io) has iva like Mark, Matthew (xiii. 13) reads on. 
But this argument contradicts the thesis in support of which 
it has been invoked, for if Matthew has replaced Iva by on 
it is because, to him, the two conjunctions do not bear exactly 
the same meaning, and the idea contained in the passage in 
Mark would have shocked him greatly. Bauer 1 also remarKS 
very justly, that the two meanings of Iva cannot be absolutely 
distinguished from one another, seeing that the consequence 
can very easily be confused with the intention, above all when 
we realize that the evangelists do not admit that the action of 
Jesus can have any other result than that which is willed by 
God. 

The rendering suggested by Pernot alters the meaning of 
the passage less profoundly than he seems to think it will, 
and we cannot say, as he does, that its obscurity “is not due 
to theological reasons at all, but is simply grammatical.” If 
Jesus presents his teaching in parables to people who are quite 
unable to understand what he has to say to them, does this 
really mean that he has given up all hope of ever being under¬ 
stood by them? The fact is, the difficulty of interpretation is 
neither theological nor grammatical but historical. If we 
consider the arrangement of the parable chapter as a whole, 
1 Bauer : sub voce Iva. Cf. Moulton-Milligan, sub voce Iva. 
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we see its artificial character, and we see that Mark is trying 
to explain, in his own way, the reason for the failure of the 
preaching of Jesus, and to show that this does not undermine 
the reality of his divine mission because it was willed by God 
Himself. We might add, for this comes out in the whole of the 
arrangement of the book of Mark, that, in his mind, this 
defeat was necessary, in order to bring about the drama of the 
Passion by which the redemption of the world was to be 
effected. 

After having related the story of the Parable of the Sower, 
from a boat in which he was sitting, to the crowd assembled on 
the shore of the lake (iv. 1-9), Jesus converses with the dis¬ 
ciples alone. This conversation is introduced by the words: 
“And when he was alone they that were about him with the 
twelve 1 asked of him the parable” (iv. 10). This passage 
implies that, the multitude has dispersed after having listened 
to Jesus, and that the latter has left the boat. However, in the 
following verses (iv. 26-32) Jesus again addresses the crowd 
from the boat, since in iv. 35-36 we read: “And the same 
day when the even was come he saith unto them, Let us pass 
over unto the other side. And when they had sent away the 
multitude, they took him even as he was in the ship.” All the 
conversation with the disciples, therefore, has been added to 
the original tradition by Mark, who has not noticed the 
confusion which he has thus introduced into the narrative. 2 * 

Jesus 5 reply to the disciples 5 question, a question which was 
concerned with the general subject of teaching by parables, 
is, as we have seen, composed of two elements. After the 
exposition of the reasons for which Jesus used parables (iv. 
11-12), comes the explanation of the Parable of the Sower, 
understood as an allegory (iv. 13-20). It is introduced with 
the phrase: “Know ye not this parable? and how then will ye 
know all parables?” The first section assumes that the disciples 
understand the parables, whereas the people in general do not. 
The phrase: “they asked him about the parables 55 is a question 

1 Two traditions have here been superimposed, one upon another: the one 
spoke only of the companions of Jesus, whereas the other works with the 
idea of a closed circle of twelve men. 

2 Luke seems to have noticed it; he makes this disappear by omitting the 

idea of Jesus teaching from the boat. 
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about the use of the parable as a method, and not about the 
meaning of the Parable of the Sower. The interpretation of this 
parable in iv. 14.-20 implies, on the contrary, that the disciples 
need explanations if they are to understand. The two sections 
therefore must belong to different editorial strata. 

We can thus perceive three stages in the evolution of the 
theory. In the first stage the parables are sufficient as they 
stand. In the second they are accompanied by explanations 
which serve as commentaries, which inaugurate the methods 
of allegorical interpretation. Thus the centre of gravity tends 
to alter and to pass from the parable itself to its explanation. 
From being the accessory element, which it had been originally, 
it tends to become the essential. At a third stage, finally, it 
came to be thought that the parables, bereft of explanations 
reserved to intimates remained incomprehensible, and that 
Jesus only used them in speaking to the crowds with the 
intention of not being understood by them. 

The birth of this theory, which is actually an entire mis¬ 
construction of the essence of the parable method, has been 
facilitated by the fact that at the moment when it was con¬ 
stituted, a different problem was occupying the mind of the 
Christian community. How did it come about, they were 
asking themselves, that, seeing that Jesus was the messenger 
and the Son of God, his preaching was not received by those 
to whom it was addressed, and apparently only led to defeat? 
The theory of the parable, as a method employed by Jesus 
to conceal his thoughts from the uninitiated, provided an 
answer to this question. Jesus was not understood because it 
was not ordained that he should be understood, because he 
could not and would not be understood, in order that the 
drama of his redemptive death might take place. 1 

Various classifications of the parables have been suggested. 
All of them have one serious defect: they introduce a theoretical 
element into something which is in no sense a system. We cannot 
attach a great deal of importance to the fact that certain 
parables, like that of the Good Samaritan (Luke x. 29-37), 
and the Pharisee and the Publican (Luke xviii. 9-14), for 

1 This theory is similar, in some respects, to that which is outlined in 
Rom. ix.—xi. where the unbelief of the mass of the Jews is represented as 
necessary that the Gentiles may be called to salvation. 


295 


THE FORM OF THE TEACHING OF JESUS 

instance, are not so much images as illustrations of a moral 
principle by an appropriate comparison, nor to the fact that 
others, instead of being developed, are merely suggested, nor, 
finally, to the fact that their introductory phrases vary a 
good deal. 

If we wished to give a classification of the parables, it would 
be far better to do so on the principle of the images which are 
employed. A distinction might then be madd between the 
parables which draw their comparisons from the ordinary 
relations of human beings to each other, from the nature of 
things, or from some particular fact. 

The parables are frequently presented in pairs (the Leaven 
and the Mustard Seed, Matt. xiii. 31-33; the Pearl and the 
Hidden Treasure, Matt. xiii. 44-46; the Lost Sheep and the 
Lost Coin, Luke xv. 1-10). Tradition seems often to have 
separated two parables which were originally associated. 1 
The association of two similar parables is in harmony with a 
habit of the oriental mind which loves to repeat the same thing 
in two different ways which differ very slightly from each 
other. The second form of a couple of parables generally 
simply reproduces the first with a simple difference in the 
image, without adding anything to the actual parable. This 
is the case, for instance, in the parables of the lost sheep and 
the lost coin. Sometimes, however, the second contains some¬ 
thing more than the first, as in Mark ii. 21-22, the parable of 
the leather bottle is not a mere doublet of the parable ’of the 
piece of new cloth on an old garment; it adds the idea that 
the new element, also, is compromised by its association with 
the old. 

We may regard some of the gestures of Jesus as acted parables, 
as, for instance, the setting of a child in the midst as a model 
to the disciples, or the distribution of the bread and the wine 
at the Last Supper. 

1 Thus Mark (iv. 30-32) has the Parable of the Grain of Mustard Seed, 
but not that of the Leaven; Matthew"separates the Parable of the Tares 
(xiii. 24-30) from that of the Net (xiii. 47-50). 
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III. The Style 

If poetry consists in seeing and thinking in images, and in 
perceiving connexions which are not seen by those whose 
outlook is prosaic, it cannot be denied that Jesus was richly 
endowed with poetic gifts. In poetry there is also an element of 
form. The true poet pours his thought into a mould which 
varies with its elements and according to the language in 
which it is written, but which can always be distinguished 
from prose. 

In this respect also Jesus was a poet. His language, in most 
cases, is not ordinary prose. This is a fact which comes out even 
in translation, but it is impossible to analyse it with any 
precision. When we try to examine this question of the rhythm 
of the words and sayings of Jesus more closely, however, 
we are confronted by a preliminary difficulty. The only 
documents at our disposal are doubly uncertain. We are only 
dealing with the Greek translation of the Aramaic words of 
Jesus; inevitably, however, this often means that in passing 
from one language to another the original rhythm is broken 
and altered; in addition, the words of Jesus have had to under¬ 
go, at the hands of tradition, a process of adaptation which 
cared still less about rhythmical and strophic construction, 
since evidently the evangelists did not feel it worth while to 
preserve it. Nevertheless, the mere reading of many of the 
sayings of Jesus gives us an impression of rhythm, even to 
those who regard Pere Jousse’s theory'—(to which Loisy 
has subscribed, 1 2 3 from which, however, he draws very different 
conclusions)—as a sweeping and, in any case, premature 
generalization. 

In a general way, this kind of rhythm uses the same methods 
as those employed in Hebrew poetry, that is to say, those of 
repetition, balance, and antithesis .3 Sometimes we find con- 


1 M. Jousse: Le style oral rythmique et mne'motechnique chez les verbomoteurs. 
Etudes de psychologie linguislique, Paris, 1925. 

1 Loisy: Revue critique, 1923, p. 402. Mimoires pour servir d I’histoire religieuse 
de noire temps, Paris, 1930-1931, III, pp. 473 ff. 

3 Typical examples of the use of these methods by the rabbis are given 
in the book of P. M. Jousse: Elude sur la psychologie du geste. Les Rabbis 
d’Israel. Les recitatifs paralliles, I, Genre de la maxime , Paris, 1930. 
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structions which we might describe as strophical, if it were 
legitimate to employ this term for groupings which do not 
seem to follow any very precise law. Here, therefore, a few 
general remarks will suffice. 

The first method to note, and the one in most frequent use, 
is that of the doublet. A typical example is furnished by the 
instances of the double parables of which we have alieady 
spoken. We might add several others, like the salt of the 
earth and the light of the world” (Matt. v. 13-14*), “the cup 
and the baptism” (Markx. 38-39*), “the dens of the foxes and 
the nests of the birds” (Matt. viii. 20*). Sometimes we find not 
a doublet but a triplet. Thus, in the saying preserved in 
Mark ix. 43-48: “If thy hand offend thee ... If thy foot . . . 
If thine eye . . .”, or in the warning of Matt. v. 22: “Whoso¬ 
ever is angry with his brother . . . whosoever shall say to his 
brother Raca . . . whosoever shall say, Thou fool. ...” 

The enumeration may also be of more than three terms. 
There are, for instance, four in Matt. v. 34-36: “Swear not 
at all; neither by heaven ... nor by the earth . . . neither by 
Jerusalem . . . neither by thy head. . . .” There are five in 
Matt. v. 39-42: “Whosoever shall smite thee on thy right 
cheek. ... If any man will sue thee at the law. . . whosoever 
shall compel thee . . . whosoever shall ask of thee . . . whoso¬ 
ever shall borrow of thee. . . .” 

Antithesis, which is one of the most usual methods employed 
in Hebrew poetry, often occurs in the words of Jesus. It may 
be simple, as in the contrast between the house built on the 
rock and the house built on the sand (Matt. vii. 24-27)*, in 
the Parable of the Two Debtors (Luke vii. 41-43) or in that 
of the Two Sons (Matt. xxi. 28-32), or each term may undergo 
a slight process of development, for instance, in the instruction 
on the Law, in Matt. v. 19: “Whosoever shall break one of 
these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall 
be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever 
shall do and teach them the same shall be called great in the 
kingdom of heaven.” Sometimes the antithesis is doubled or 
trebled, as in Matt. vi. 2-18: “When thou doest thine alms, 
do not sound a trumpet before thee as the hypocrites do. . . . 
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When thou doest alms, let not thy left hand know what thy 
right hand doeth. . . . When thou prayest, thou shalt not be 
as the hypocrites. . . . Thou, when thou prayest, enter into 
thy chamber, and . . . shut thy door. . . . When thou fastest, 
anoint thine head and wash thy face.” 

In certain instances one only of the terms of the antithesis 
is repeated two or three times. Thus John the Baptist is neither 
a reed shaken by the wind nor a man clad in effeminate 
garments, but a prophet (Matt. xi. 7-9). In the Parable of the 
Sower (Mark iv. 1-9*) some grains fall on the path, some 
among the thorns and on the rocky ground, and, in contrast 
to all this, some fall into the good ground. 

In Matthew (vii. 13-14) we have an example of repetition 
and antithesis in association: 

Enter ye in at the strait gate, 

For wide is the gate and broad is the way that leadeth to destruction; 

And many there be that go in thereat. . 

Strait is the gate and narrow is the way which leadeth unto life; 
And few there be that find it. 

In Mark iv. 21-22 (Luke viii. 16-17) the grouping is a little 
more complex: 

Is a candle brought 
To be put under a bushel 
Or under a bed? 

Is it not brought to be set on a candlestick? 

There is nothing hid 
Which shall not be manifested; 

Neither was anything kept secret 
But that it should come abroad. 


(Cf. also Matt. x. 26-27. Luke xii. 2-3.) 

The construction is more complex still in a section like 
Matt. vii. 7-11 *, where there is a veritable strophic arrange¬ 
ment, in which, however, the rhythm is far more evident in 
the grouping of the ideas than in that of the actual clauses: 
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Ask, and it shall be given you. 

Seek, and ye shall find. 

Knock, and it shall be opened unto you. 

For everyone that asketh, receiveth. 

He that seeketh, findeth. 

To him that knocketh it shall be opened. 

Or what man is there of you, whom if his son ask bread, 

Will he give him a stone? 

Or if he ask a fish, 

Will he give him a serpent? 

If ye then, being evil, 

Know how to give good gifts unto your children, 

How much more shall your Father which is in Heaven 
Give good things to them that ask him? 1 

A slightly different example of a complex antithesis is furnished 
by Matt. vi. 19-21. (Cf. Luke xii. 33-34) : 

Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon earth, 

Where moth and rust doth corrupt, 

And where thieves break through and steal A 
Lay up for yourselves treasures in heaven, 

Where neither moth nor rust doth corrupt, 

Where thieves do not break through nor steal. 

For where your treasure is, 

There will your heart be also. 

The antithesis may also be associated with a question and an 
answer, as in Mark ii. 19-20* : 

Can the children of the bridechamber fast while the bridegroom is 
with them? 

As long as they have the bridegroom with them they cannot fast. 
The days will come when the bridegroom shall be taken away 
from them, 

Then shall they fast in those days. 


1 Jt should be noted, in what may be called the fourth strophe, the use 
of reasoning a fortiori, which is a form of argument definitely employed by 
the rabbis (Qal vakhomer, easy and difficult). The use of this kind of reasoning 
is frequent in the New Testament. 

^ The balance should be noted, introduced into the phrase by the fact 
that in one there are two subjects and one verb, and in the other two 
verbs and one subject. 
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A rather usual type is that which occurs, for instance, in 
Matt. vi. 24. It ought to be closely analysed. 

The first phrase announces the thesis: 

No man can serve two masters. 

Then this subject is demonstrated by two equivalent antitheses, 
the order in which the terms which constitute them not being 
the same: 

For either he will hate the one 
And love the other; 

Or else he will hold to the one 
And despise the other. 

Finally a conclusion takes up again the general principle, 
but it applies it to the particular case which Jesus has in mind: 

Ye cannot serve God and mammon. 

Here is another example of this construction in Mark viii 
34 - 38 : 

Thesis 

Whosoever will come after me, 

Let him deny himself, 

And take up his cross, 

And follow me. 

Demonstration by antithesis 
For whosoever will save his life shall lose it; 

Whosoever shall lose his life for my sake and the Gospel’s, the same 
shall save it, 

For what shall it profit a man, if he gain the whole world, and lose 
his own soul? 

Conclusion 

What shall a man give in exchange for his soul? 

Whosoever shall be ashamed of me and of my words 
In this adulterous and sinful generation, 

Of him also shall the Son of Man be ashamed 
When he cometh in the glory of his Father with the holy angels. 

The tradition which has mistaken the character of the parables 
by regarding them as allegories, which are only intelligible if 
they are accompanied by a commentary, and which has not 
always respected the structure of the pairs of parables, has 
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also not perceived the rhythmical character of the sayings of 
Jesus. Often, where the rhythm can be clearly perceived in 
one Gospel, it will be broken in the form in which the same 
saying is given by another Gospel. 

As an illustration of this point it will be sufficient to compare 
Matt. v. 44-48 with Luke vi. 27-35. The text °f Matthew 
reads thus: 

Thesis 

I say unto you: 

Love your enemies, 

Pray for them which despitefully use you, 

That ye may be the children of your Father which is in heaven; 
For he maketh his sun to rise 
On the evil and on the good 
And sendeth rain 
On the just and on the unjust. 

Explanation by Example 
If ye love them which love you 
What reward have ye? 

Do not even the publicans so? 

Be ye therefore perfect, 

As your Father which is in heaven is perfect. 

The following is the text of Luke: 

Thesis 

I say unto you: 

Love your enemies; 

Do good unto them which hate you; 

Bless them that curse you; 

Pray for them which despitefully use you. 

Repetition of the Thesis 

Unto him that smiteth thee on the one cheek, 

Offer also the other. 

Him that taketh away thy cloak 
Forbid not to take thy coat also; 

To every man that asketh 
Give. 

Of him that taketh away thy goods 
Ask them not again. 
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Summary of Thesis 

As ye would that men should do to you 

Do ye also to them likewise. 

Demonstration 

If ye love them which love you, 

What thank have ye? 

Sinners also love those that love them. 

If ye do good to them which do good to you. 

What thank have ye? 

Sinners also do the same. 

If ye lend to them of whom ye hope to receive, 

What thank have ye? 

For sinners also lend to sinners, to receive as much again. 

Conclusion 

But love ye your enemies; 

Do good; 

Lend, hoping for nothing again; 

Your reward shall be great. 

The arrangement of the text of Matthew is certainly original 
in comparison with that of Luke, in which the primitive con¬ 
struction of the section has been altered by the introduction of 
other elements. 

This example, chosen from among many others, shows that 
the tradition, and the evangelists afterwards, had no accurate 
feeling for the rhythm in the sayings of Jesus. Therefore we 
may conclude that where rhythm does exist it cannot be put 
down to the account of the evangelists. Further, this rhythm 
is far more Semitic than Greek. Hence it cannot have been 
introduced into the Gospel story after the Gospel tradition 
had passed from the Semitic world to that of Greece. 

We might make similar remarks about the imagery. With the 
exception of the Book of Revelation, where the images are 
rather algebraical combinations than poetic visions, and the 
Epistles of St. Paul, in which there is reflected, not the Pales¬ 
tinian countryside, but the Greek world (the army, games in 
the circus, etc.), the imagery in the New Testament is poor 
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and scanty. 1 Therefore it seems very unlikely that the variety 
of images in the Gospels can be due to the influence of the 
evangelists themselves. 

The rhythmical form on the one hand, the imagery on the 
other, provide us with indications which may be taken into 
account when we have to decide on questions of authenticity. 
In any case, they provide proofs of a relative antiquity which 
cannot be overlooked 2 and which constitute at least some 
presumptive claim to authenticity. 


IV. The Hearers of Jesus 

Every public speaker adapts what he has to say to the hearers 
to whom he speaks and to the aim which he has in view. In 
order to be able to interpret the words of Jesus correctly, we 
must take into account the people to whom he spoke, and what 
it was he wished to obtain from them. 

Even if we believe that the evangelists themselves suggested 
the idea that Jesus only revealed his real mind to a circle of 
initiates, to whom he gave some esoteric teaching, this does 
not exclude the idea that although he spoke to the crowds 
which pressed on him, he also gathered round him a circle of 
intimate disciples, who were destined to become those who 
understood his mind, and then his fellow-workers in the 
cause of the Gospel. It is not certain that Jesus asked all, as 
he did ask some, to leave all in order to follow him. It seems 
that he did admit that it was possible to be his disciple without 
accompanying him on his wandering ministry. We shall 
return to this question later on; at the moment, all that 
concerns us is to discover whether, from the data at our 
disposal, we can distinguish and describe the various categories 
of persons who were addressed by Jesus, and how much this 
fact means for the interpretation of his words. 

. An exception should be made of the Epistle of James, in which there 
is certainly a Palestinian current of thought. 

a This criterion is not absolute, and cannot be applied without the addition 
of an element of objective appreciation. Burney (The Poetry of Our Lord, 
Oxford, 1922. Cf. the statement of Hempel: Theol. Litzg ,, 1926, cols. 
435 ff.) he goes too far in saying that the element of rhythm should serve 
as a touchstone for the words of Jesus in every case of uncertainty. 
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A certain number of them, whether by their content only 
or owing to the circumstances in which they were uttered, are 
represented as having been addressed to enemies. Some—for 
instance, the discourse on the expulsion of the demons by 
Beelzebub (Mark iii. 23-30*)—correspond to attacks of which 
Jesus is the object. Others are discussions in which he is 
involved: sometimes they are due to the initiative taken by 
his enemies (sayings about divorce, Mark x. 1-12*; on the 
payment of tribute to Caesar, Mark xii. 13-17*; on the 
resurrection, Mark xii. 18-27): at other times Jesus himself 
takes the offensive (the question about the baptism of John, 
Mark xi. 29-33* 5 the Davidic descent of the Messiah, Mark xii. 
35 “ 37 )- W e must take into account, in order to interpret this 
group of sayings, what they contain of the argument ad 
hominem. Among them there are some whose significance is 
only negative. 

Mark seems to distinguish two phases in the ministry of Jesus: 
in the first phase, although he gives some private instructions 
to his disciples, in the main he is speaking to the crowds; in 
the second phase he is talking only to his intimates, save in a 
few instructions which for the most part have a controversial 
aim, and are no longer concerned with the Kingdom of God, 
but with the Son of Man, with his return and the necessity 
for his sufferings. It is impossible to discern clearly how these 
two kinds of teaching, which seem to correspond to two 
different phases in the ministry of Jesus, are organically 
connected with each other. In the mind of the evangelist they 
seem to correspond to a convention of a higher order and to 
be the fulfilment of a providential plan. Here, however, there 
is only a general formula with which the material (even that 
used by Mark) only agrees very imperfectly. From the early 
part of the Galilean ministry, Mark sometimes represents 
Jesus talking with the disciples alone, not in order to give 
them esoteric teaching, but rather in order to prepare them 
for a special mission, and to make them capable of being 
associated with his preaching, and to carry it on after 
him. The fact that Jesus sent his disciples out on a mission 
(vi. 6-13), that he told them beforehand about his sufferings 
and his death (viii. 31), and that he insisted on the duty 
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of following and confessing him (viii. 34-ix. 1), supports this 
interpretation. 

Matthew, who, speaking generally, has the same point of 
view as Mark, has only slightly modified some of the confusion 
in his narrative. 1 On the other hand, in the first part hd has 
preserved a scene which shows that the circle of the disciples 
of Jesus included other men besides those who had left all for 
him. I refer to an incident in which a man who does not 
follow him is called a disciple (/ xaO^rrjs) (viii. 21). By en¬ 
larging the scope of the discourse of Jesus when he sent the 
apostles out on their mission, Matthew has also emphasized 
the idea that there were two concentric circles of disciples. 

In the second part of his narrative, Matthew likewise modifies 
the idea of a teaching reserved for the disciples only. Thus, in 
xvii. 22, in the general statement about the journey from 
Galilee into Judaea, in the course of which Jesus announced 
for^the second time his sufferings, his death, and his resurrection, 
he does not say, as Mark represents him saying (ix. 30), that 
Jesus took care that no one should recognize him. 

Luke gives a picture which is closer to that of Matthew 
than to that of Mark. He applies the statement about the 
sufferings which are the appointed lot of disciples not only 
to the inner circle of intimates but to all (ix. 23 ff.). 2 If some 
sections of the Lucan narrative give the impression that in 
the second part of his ministry Jesus addressed himself less 
exclusively to his intimates than in the narratives of Mark and 
Matthew, this is due mainly to the fact that after the incident 
of Caesarea Philippi, with which it opens in Mark and Matthew, 
(the period of the teaching given to the disciples only), Luke, 
by an editorial artifice, has inserted a series of scenes which 
he could not easily place elsewhere in the plot of Mark’s 
narrative, but of which it is not at all certain that they all 
belong to the second phase of the ministry of Jesus. 

1 He combines, for instance, the teaching to the multitude and the teaching 
to the disciples by saying that the Sermon on the Mount is addressed to 
both (v. 1 f.); this is shown to be unnatural by the words in vii. 28-29, 
where the impression made on the crowd is mentioned. 

2 This correction is all the more significant, since, as in Mark and Matthew 
at the moment when these words are uttered, Jesus is in a solitary place 
alone with the inner circle of his disciples. 
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The Fourth Evangelist, at least if we look at those sections 
in his narrative which are based on ancient sources of tradition, 
provides some indications which complete, and—so far as the 
last part of the life of Jesus is concerned, his Jerusalem ministry 
—define, and even correct those which we can gather from the 
Synoptic Gospels. The source used by John in chapter vii 1 
represents Jesus giving teaching at Jerusalem, which, although 
it may not be directly Messianic, does at least raise the question 
of the Messiahship. At the end of chapter x (40 ff.) we find him 
in Peraea, and also keeping in touch with the disciples whom 
he has won in Jerusalem; 2 this confirms the idea of a public 
teaching ministry of Jesus in the last period of his ministry, 
and allows us to correct the theory of the Synoptics, according 
to which Jesus never spoke in Jerusalem save to hold dis¬ 
cussions with his enemies. 

We cannot therefore retain the idea that, in reality, the 
teaching of Jesus was meant only for those who were ready 
to give up everything to follow him, not only in the figurative 
but in the literal sense of the word, and that he had nothing 
to say to those who did not consent to this entire sacrifice. 
Nor can we entertain the idea that during the course of his 
ministry, having begun by speaking to the multitudes, under 
the influence of defeat, he concentrated his later efforts only 
on those of his disciples who were directly associated with his 
ministry and his life. 

The two groups of disciples, the large and the small, which we 
see gathered round Jesus, correspond rather to a difference in 
the part they were able to play, and called to play, in the 
preaching of the Kingdom of God, than to a radical difference 
between those who were the only true and genuine disciples 
of Jesus, and those who might have been touched and moved 
by his teaching in a more superficial way, without, however, 
having been brought to the point of a personal decision which 
would make them his disciples indeed, and, as such, would 
have been associated with him in his life and his ministry. 

In order to interpret the words and sayings of Jesus we must 
bear in mind those to whom he spoke: intimate friends who 

1 See pp. 224 ff. 

2 On the disciples of Jesus in Jerusalem, see Chapter XIV. 
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were called to become veritable fellow-workers, disciples in a 
less strict sense of the word, occasional hearers who needed 
to be won, rather than strengthened in a nascent attachment, 
and, finally, adversaries. But we would be pressing a legitimate 
distinction too far if we were to make it mean that Jesus 
employed two forms of teaching: one which was addressed to 
everyone in general, and another which was reserved solely 
for an inner circle of intimates. 


CHAPTER XII 


THE FIRST PART OF THE GALILEAN MINISTRY 

I. The Two Periods of the Galilean Ministry 

In the spring of the year 27, shortly before the time of harvest, 1 
Jesus returned to Galilee. He was intending to stay there until 
the Feast of Tabernacles (September or October) of the same 
year. This ministry, which lasted for some months, falls into 
two periods. At first, Jesus met with a measure of success; 
although he was confronted by a certain amount of hostility, 
on the whole, the response to his message was encouraging. 
We see a group of intimate disciples gathering round him who 
gradually become more deeply devoted to him and to his 
cause; as time goes on they develop into eager and humble 
fellow-workers. These are they who will follow him into Judaea, 
and, after his death, will form the nucleus of the Church in 
Jerusalem. Then we see a larger group, composed of people 
whose hearts have been touched and captured by the message 
of Jesus; these people flock to hear him whenever they have 
the opportunity, but they do not “follow 55 him in the literal 
sense of the word,~ perhaps because Jesus has not yet called 
them to do so, or perhaps because there are various circum¬ 
stances in their lives which prevent them from responding to 
hi s ap peal. 

It was only natural that the representatives of the Jewish 
religious tradition should not approve of a man who did not 
belong to their circle, especially as he had not been educated 
by the rabbis; moreover, in their eyes, although he could read, 
he was an illiterate person, who, nevertheless, claimed to be 
able to teach the people. The insti ncti ve distrust which the 
mere appearance of Jesus as a popular preacher aroused, was 
inevitably deepened when the authorities noted the liberties 
he took with regard to the ritual obligations of the Law, as 
interpreted by tradition. Their fears were aroused particularly 
by his attitude towards the observance of the Sabbath, and 
by his way of life, which, instead of being modelled on that 

1 See pp. 251 ff. 
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of the P harisee s and of those who were supposed to represent 
the religious elite of the Jewish people, was in closer contact 
with that of the tax-gatherers, and those whom people generally 
called “sinners.”*^ 

At the outset, however, the hostility which he encountered 
does not appear either to have hindered his work or endangered 
his life. 

During the first period Jesus seems to have used Capernaum 
as his headquarters. It was to that town that he returned after 
eachjpreaching tour. We are not able to say whether he con¬ 
fined his preaching activities to the region North-West of 
the Lake, or whether he went farther afield. The way in 
which, as Mark (vi. 1) tells us, at a moment which seems 
to belong to the close of the first period of the Galilean 
ministry, Jesus went one day to preach at Nazareth, seems 
to indicate that until then he had not gone very far away 
from Capernaum. 

The second part of the Galilean ministry is in many respects 
very different from the first. Opposition now becomes more 
bitter; not only are the Pharisees hostile, but the political 
authorities also. The Tetrarch, Herod Antipas, disturbed by 
theinfluence which he sees this new prophet is gaining over 
the people, fears lest the danger which he thought he had 
overcome by putting John the Baptist to death has reappeared. 
He begins to dream of treating Jesus as he treated John. Jesus, 
warned of his danger, escapes. His itinerating ministry now 
develops into a wandering from place to place. Jesus appears 
no longer in Capernaum and its neighbourhood, save on rare 
occasions, and then only on flying visits. The greater part of 
the time he remains in remote and solitary places; sometimes, 
no doubt because the messengers of Herod dog his footste ps 
too closely, he flees out of Galilee, and goes to the Eastern 
shore of the Lake, into Decapolis, to the region of Caesarea 
Philippi, and even as far as the borders of Tyre. At the close 
of this period he gives up the attempt to carry on a work in 

1 This does not mean people whose lives were particularly immoral or 
scandalous, but persons who, owing to circumstances or to their profession, 
were unable to be strict followers of the Law, and thus lived on the fringe 
of strict Judaism. 






3 10 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

Galilee which has been made impossible by circumstances, 
and he leaves Galilee for Judaea. 

It is not possible to fix, even approximately, at what point 
this crisis in the Galilean ministry occurred. It would be useless 
to hazard conjecture on this point. 

II. The Thought of Jesus at the Beginning of 
His Ministry 

When Jesus returned from the region of the Jordan, where 
he had been staying near John the Baptist, the reason for this 
move was not that which is implied, even if not actually stated, 
by Mark (i. 14) and Matthew (iv. 12). 1 These two writers 
suggest that after John had been put in prison Jesus under¬ 
stood that the moment had come for him to begin his own 
work to which he felt himself called. The real reason, however, 
was that the ideas and sentiments which had been developing 
within him during the time that he was staying near the 
Baptist, either as a disciple or a fellow-worker, had led him 
to feel that he was out of sympathy with John’s point of view, 
and that he must separate from him. 

In order to gain some idea of the sentiments and ideas of 
Jesus at the time when he returned to Galilee, we must first 
of all estimate to what extent some elements of John’s message 
have been incorporated into the Gospel. On his first preaching 
tour the message of Jesus was couched in precisely the same 
terms as that of John, 2 and, a little later, Jesus declared that 
“John is a prophet . . . and more than a prophet. Among 
them that are born of women there hath not arisen a greater 
than John the Baptist,” but that, nevertheless, “he that is 
least in the kingdom of heaven is greater than he” (Matt. xi. 
9-13*) 5 this means that John’s message comes from God, and 

1 Luke does not mention the imprisonment of John the Baptist in con¬ 
nexion with the return of Jesus into Galilee. He does mention it, however, 
in iii. 19-20. It is possible that he knew of the tradition represented in 
John iii-iv, or a similar tradition which spoke of a simultaneous ministry 
of John and of Jesus. 

1 Matthew (iv. 17) gives it in exactly the same terms as that of John the 
Baptist (iii. 2). Mark (i. 15) adds the words: “And believe in the Gospel.” 
This is an addition by which he wished to make a distinction between the 
teaching of Jesus and the teaching of the Baptist. 
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consequently is true, but that, nevertheless, it is incomplete. 
Matthew and Luke 1 have also preserved a phrase of Jesus: 
“The Law and the prophets until John, 5 ’ 2 3 4 which expresses the 
idea that the ministry of John marks the end of the old religious 
order, and that after him there begins something new: 
obviously, this means that the Messianic era has begun. The 
words in which the evangelists have expressed the first message 
of Jesus, rjyyiKtv 3 rj fiaaiXeia rov 9 eov mean literally, not, 
as they are usually translated: “The Kingdom of God is 
near,” but: “The Kingdom of God is at hand,” that is, that 
something has happened which has brought it nearer than 
it was before; this means that either with the ministry of John 
or after this ministry , the closing period of the present era 
has begun. 

Had Jesus this idea quite definitely and c learly in mi nd 
when he began his ministr y? Although the nature of the 
documen ts at our disposal makes it a very delicate matter 
to attempt to e stima te the development of the thought of 
Jesus ,4 it seems allowable to think that, from the moment he 
returned into^Galile'e, he had the feeling, at least in a confused 
and obscure way, that new times needed new wa ys. From the 
earliest days of his ministry he made it quite. evident that he 
did not feel tied by the rules which governed ritual questions 
to the point of sacrificing for them whaFhe felt to be essential; 
this means that he regarded the practices of Judaism mer ely 
as means to an end . Thus from the very outset there was in 
the thought of Jesus a germ whose logical development was 
hastened by perpetual ^conflict with the representatives ot the 
Je\\2sh^jto^mn,^and was to lead eventually to the~idea of 
the abrogation o f the religion of Israe^ . 

On one essential point Jesus differed from the majority of 

1 Matthew (xi. 12) gives it in the same context as the saying about John 
as the greatest among the prophets. Luke places it at a point (xvi. 16) where 
it has no real organic relation with the context at all. Hence this saying 
must have been preserved, originally, in an isolated tradition. 

* On this expression, see above, p. 277, n. 2, and Jean-Baptiste , pp. 62 ff. 

3 The perfect tense denotes a fact in the past whose consequences remain. 

4 This is because the evangelists did not imagine that the ideas of Jesus 

could develop; hence they give no indication which would enable us to 
follow their development, and they do not trouble to connect the words of 
Jesus with the occasions on which they were uttered. 




















312 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

his contemporaries. L ike John the Bapti st, he believed that 
the privileged p osition of I sraeTdid not exempt it from the 
searching judgmen t of th e~Messiah . Whereas to the author of 
the Ps alms of Solomon , for instance, t he coming of the Messi ah 
would usher in a long-desired delivera nce, to Jesus, as to John 
the Baptist, the Day of the Son of Man is conceived in the 
spirit of Amo_s (v. 18—20) and Joel (ii. 1—11), as a te rrible 
Day, a Da y to be feared , in winch men will be judged 
according t o their deed s. ~As Jesus fel t opposition in creasing, 
his warnings to the unbelieving Jews became more "levere; 
look at the curse on the G alilean towns , for instance, in 
Matt, xi. 20-24 *, or the destiny which he foretells to those 
woo are rich, satisfied, joyful and enjoying a good reputation 
(Luke vi. 24-26*). ' ~ --■— 

From the very beginning of his ministry Jesus proclaimed 
the necessity of repentan ce, and he did so t o the end , that is 
to say : PreparaS oi Lfor the adven t of the Kingdom of_God 
and for the coming Judgmen t. <r -~ 

Jesus never defined exactly what he meant by thi s “Kingdom 
of God which was, nevertheless, at the heart of his message; 
this, however, was due to the fact that this idea had long been 
current among the Jew s. T he Kingdom of God means the 
new order which will be established when the pr esent or der 
comes to an end. A radical change is necessary owing to the 
fact that liTfhe present world God does not rule, or, at least, 
his sovereignty is challenged by a hostile~pow er (that of the 

demons, and their _ chief, S atan), which influences both men 

and events. But while the Jews believed that this restoration 
of the sovereignty of God would place IsraeMn_a jJomipant 
position in world politics, Jesus regards it primarily as a fact 
in the jnoraJ_prder: men will obey God fu lly. In the expecta¬ 
tion of the Kingdom ojjj&id there is a combination of pes simi sm 
and optim ism: pe ssimis m because the present world 17 hope¬ 
lessly evil, and optimism because this condition is not destined 
to last fbr ever. TcTJesus the Kingdom of God is not a spiritual 
and.inwarjjT reality to be fulfi lled in those who sever them¬ 
selves from the world and from the power of evil. Nor is it 
t ^ le id^Lsociet y ^of Jhe disciples. His conception is definitely 
e schatological, put it is not apocalyptic ^ in this sense, 
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that although Jesus believed that the Kingdom of God was 
at hand, he made no attempt to estimate when it would 
appear, nor to describe (as do the Jewish Apocalypses) the 
signs of its coming. On the contrary, he taught that theToming 
of the Kingdom could not be foretold, and that it would come 
with the s wiftness of ligh tning , when perhaps it was least 
expected; he made it very clear that God alone knew the 
precise^ moment o f its com ing. Jesus had a much less mate¬ 
rialistic idea of the Kingdom of God than his contemporaries; 
he did not conceive it~aiTa condition in which the power of 
God would be placed at the service of the nationalistic 
ambitions of Israel or of human desires; in his mind it was 
characterized by entire obedience toward^ God, by the realiza¬ 
tion in the children of the 'Kingdom of the very perfection 
of Go d Himsel f. The thought of”a God of love and mercy is 
directly reflected in this idea of the KingdonTof God. 

Like hi.fToritemporafies 7 Jesus associated^the idea of the 
establishment of the Kingdom of God with the ideas of the 
man ifesta tion of the Messia h, of resurrection and of judgment. 
When the Messiah comes, he will exercise the p ower of ju dg- 
ment by which the enemies of God (demons and rebel human 
beings) will be annihilated, and the elect will be introduced 
into the new world which will be established when all oppo¬ 
sition to God will have disappeared. 

The preaching and the activity of Jesus was not intended 
to hasten the coming of the Kin gdom of Gp d. The Kingdom 
will come at the moment ap pointed for it by G od; its estab¬ 
lishment will be an act of His omnip ote nce. Men can do 
nothing in this sphere, But they can realize in themselves such 
sentiments and live such a life that they will be ready to enter 
it when it comes. It was to this that Jesus summoned them. 

On one essential point, from the very beginning of his ministry, 
the thought of Jesus differed from that of John the Baptist. 
He conceives the condition of entrance into the Kingdom of 
God quite differently from John. To John the Baptist, those 
who have repented and received baptism, and who afterwards 
have produced “fruits worthy of repentance, 55 when the Messiah 
appears will be wheat worthy of being gathered into the garner. 
Jesus believed this when he was preaching and baptizing 
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alongside of John the Baptist. But at the moment when he 
returned into Galilee he believed it no longer, since it was 
on the question of purification that he had severed his con¬ 
nexion with John. Later on, we shall hear him declare that 
those who have done all that is commanded them ought to 
regard themselves simply as unprofitable servants (Luke xvii. 
io). Jesus appears to believe that man, even when he is entirely 
obedient, is not capable of acquiring the virtues which will 
permit him to receive the Kingdom of God as a reward. Thus 
the Gospel which Jesus preached was a proclamation of the 
divine pardon; he placed God where, before his time, man 
used to stand. Hence, since the entry into the Messianic 
Kingdom depends on divine and not on human initiative, 
Jesus does not remain in the desert like John the Baptist, and 
wait for those who feel the need of being guided towards the 
Kingdom of God to come to him. He mixes with the people, 
goes up and down the countryside, through the villages and 
the open spaces to seek for the lost sheep of the house 
of Israel. This, too, is why he believes that no one, however 
low he may have fallen, is unable to receive the gift of the 
love of God, which God is longing to impart; the only con¬ 
dition being that the message shall be received by penitent 
hearts, with a childlike faith, which does not need to reason 
or to understand in order to receive a marvellous gift (Mark 
x. 15). On the other hand, as for those who are satisfied with 
themselves, and who live in the assurance that they have an 
infallible right to the Kingdom of God, Jesus has nothing to 
give them. It is not to them that he addresses his message. 
“He saith unto them, They that are whole 1 have no need of 
the physician, but they that are sick: I came not to call the 
righteous but sinners” (Mark ii. 17*). 

The Kingdom of God therefore is doubly transcendent: 
first of all because it is not a reality of the present world, and 
can only come from God, and, secondly, because its value is 
worth infinitely more than man could ever attain. Thus in 
the thought of Jesus the mercy of God plays the part which 
repentance played in the thought of John. The nature of the 
revolution which he had thus initiated permits us to see the 

1 This means people who believe they are in good health and that they 
are righteous. 
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causes. They relate to man on the one hand, and to God and 
His Kingdom on the other. As he explored the idea of repen¬ 
tance, Jesus was led to think that, however complete it may 
be, it can, strictly speaking, change the present and the future, 
give to the life of the penitent a new character, but it cannot 
alter the past, it cannot undo what has been done. Thus even 
when repentant, man will be a guilty person before the Judg¬ 
ment Seat of the Messiah and he will deserve punishment. If 
God were the God of a strict and rigid righteousness all men, 
in spite of their repentance, would be shut out from the 
Kingdom; thus this Kingdom would never be realized, for it 
would not exist at all if God ruled over an empty desert. 
Jesus cannot therefore think that God is moved only by 
justice, for his faith in the omnipotence of the Heavenly 
Father was such that he could not believe that His will to 
reign over a world which would be voluntarily submitted to 
him, could be held in check permanently by the forces of 
evil. Thus he is led to think that God’s reign will be ushered 
in by something other than by justice, that this will take place 
through his mercy and love, and thus that repentance is not 
a means by which men who deserved to be kept outside the 
Kingdom of God can by their own efforts make themselves 
fit to enter. One condidon alone must be fulfilled before they 
can be welcomed. Thus Jesus ceased to think that baptism, 
the seal of repentance, could be a veritable purification from 
sins, and he ceased to baptize those who came to him. Apart 
from the two passages from the Fourth Gospel (iii. 22, iv. 1) 
which belong to a period before the separation between Jesus 
and John, it is never stated that Jesus baptized anyone. When 
we think of the importance which the Early Church attached 
to the connexion between its practices and the commands or 
example of Jesus, we ought to see a great deal of significance 
in the fact that in prescribing the observance of baptism the 
Early Church thought she was obeying a command of Jesus 
which was only given after his resurrection (Matt, xxviii. 19). 1 
The absolute conception of God which Jesus held may have 
also helped to modify his ideas about repentance, because it 

* In fact, the introduction, or the reintroduction, of baptism into the 
Primitive Church seems to have been connected with ideas proceeding from 
disciples of John the Baptist. 
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must have seemed impossible to him that the realization of 
the purpose of God for His Kingdom could depend, in some 
measure, on the goodwill displayed by those who had repented 
of their past ways. 

We must not be led astray by the fact that Mark’s narrative 
gives the impression that at the beginning of his Galilean 
ministry Jesus simply repeated the message of John. Mark 
himself has the feeling that from the moment Jesus returned 
into Galilee something new had begun, since he says that Jesus 
preaches the “Gospel of God,” and he does not apply this 
term to the preaching of John. The same thought is still more 
clearly expressed in the picture of the early activity of Jesus, 
a picture which the formula of Mark merely summarizes 
(i. 15). We find in it three things which distinguish the activity 
of Jesus from that of John the Baptist. He cures the sick and 
those who are “possessed” (Mark i. 29-34, 39 > etc.), 1 he 
pardons sins (Mark ii. 3-12), finally he adopts a very free 
attitude towards the obligations imposed by the Law as it 
was interpreted by tradition (Mark ii. 13-iii. 5). 

Each of these points should be considered separately. The 
meaning that Jesus gave to the healings and the casting out 
of demons which he accomplished comes out very plainly in 
the discussion between himself and the scribes, who accuse him 
of casting out demons by the power of Beelzebub, the prince 
of the demons (Mark iii. 22-30*). Jesus begins by showing 
the absurdity of the accusation: a kingdom divided against 
itself cannot stand. If Satan were to rise against himself his 
rule would be practically over. This argument implies the idea 
(as a self-evident truth) that every time demons are cast out 
a blow has been dealt to the rule of Satan. Then, by a parable, 
or rather by an allegory, Jesus explains the meaning of the 
casting out of demons. “No man,” he says, “can enter into 
a strong man’s house and spoil his goods, except he first bind 
the strong man: and then he will spoil his house.” Obviously 

1 There is no need to make a distinction between the casting out of demons 
and the healing of the sick. According to the thought of that day all sickness 
was due to demoniac influence. This comes out clearly in Matt. x. 1, where 
it is said that Jesus had given to his disciples “power over unclean spirits,” 
they can cast out demons and cure all manner of disease. 
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the “strong man 55 here means Satan, and if Jesus can despoil 
him, that is to say, snatch from him those who are “possessed,” 
it is because Satan is conquered. 1 Thus the healing of the 
demoniacs is the proof that Satan is bound, and, in consequence, 
that his final destruction is near. Matthew (xii. 28) and Luke 
(xi. 20) add to the text of Mark this phrase, which doubtless 
comes from the Login : “If I cast out devils by the Spirit of 
God (Matt.) or by the finger of God (Luke), then the kingdom 
of God is come upon you.” The fact that Jesus feels that in 
casting out demons he is acting by a power that comes from 
God, explains why he declares that the only blasphemy that 
cannot be forgiven the sons of men is the blasphemy against 
the Spirit, that is to say, against the divine power which 
inspires him and by which he acts (Mark iii. 28-30*). 2 3 

The forgiveness of sins means exactly the same thing as the 
casting out of demons, seeing that sin means servitude to Satan. 
The story of the healing of the paralytic (Mark ii. 1-12*) shows 
that Jesus regarded sickness as the punishment of sin, since 
the sick man is cured when he receives the pardon of his sins. 3 

1 The saying which Luke has placed at the moment of the return of the 
seventy from their mission (x. 18) also expresses the idea of the defeat of 
Satan: “I beheld Satan as lightning fall from heaven.” I believe that here 
Jesus is using an image and not speaking of a vision, since no vision of Jesus 
has been reported. But whether it be an allusion to a vision or a simple 
image, the meaning of the phrase remains the same: it supports the idea 
of a defeat of Satan. 

2 Here we follow the text of Mark. Matthew (xii. 31-32) distinguishes 
between the blasphemy against the Spirit which cannot be forgiven and 
the blasphemy against the Son of Man which can be forgiven. This seems 
very much out of place here, for it would be very strange to say that what 
the Pharisees are saying is not a serious sin. Also it is difficult to see how it 
is possible to make a distinction in this passage between Jesus and the 
Spirit of God by which he casts out the demons. Luke has, in a different 
context (xii. 10), a saying which, with merely formal variations, is the exact 
equivalent of that of Matthew. With him also this phrase is in absolute 
contradiction to its context, since it is preceded by this statement: “He 
that denieth me before men shall be denied before the angels of God” 
(xii. 9). The idea of the blasphemy against the Son of Man which will be 
pardoned may perhaps come from an unfortunate transposition of the 
text of Mark iii. 28, about the blasphemies and sins which will be forgiven 
to the “sons of men,” that is to men in general. 

3 Later on, Christian thought considered this idea altogether too simple. 
John, in the story of the man born blind (ix. 2-3), argues against the 
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Finally, the freer attitude—at first it did not amount to more 
than this—of Jesus towards customs and traditions shows that 
he placed the centre of gravity in the religious life in a quite 
different place from that of the Jews. In his eyes the value 
of rites is entirely secondary. This point of view differs greatly 
from the desire to free himself and his disciples from a yoke 
which was too heavy to be borne. The sacrifices which Jesus 
accepted for himself, and required from his disciples, show 
that he does not dream of minimizing the demands of God. 
His attitude reveals a new conception of obedience towards 
God. In the nomistic system of which ritualism is only one 
aspect, obedience to God is an external matter. The Law 
expresses the Divine Will in a certain number of formulas, 
both positive and negative. It defines certain actions which 
man ought to do, and others which he should refrain from 
doing. But it leaves outside the moral life all that has not 
been foreseen and defined by the Law. The obedience which 
it requires remains exterior. In the mind of Jesus, on the 
contrary, the commandment, instead of being an end in itself, 
is merely a means to an end. The end is submission to God, 
and when it appears quite clear that the Will of God, for 
instance, in the manifestation of active love towards a sufferer, 
is in opposition to the rules of the Law, then the rules must 
be modified. We are here confronted with a new, or a renewed, 
conception of what obedience to God means. A passive and 
mechanical conception has been replaced by an active con¬ 
ception which goes behind the Law and seeks to find out what 
the Law reveals, that is to say, God and His Will. In Judaism 
God is not known apart from His revelation of Himself in 
the Law. This revelation is insufficient, if the ideal which Jesus 
held up to his disciples in the words: “Be ye perfect, as your 
Father in heaven is perfect” (Matt. v. 48) be the true one. 
This ideal of realizing the nature of God in one’s own life 
could not, however, be even imagined if God remains inacces¬ 
sible and unknowable to man, apart from the fragmentary 

assumption that sickness is due to the sin of the individual or of his parents. 
He regards it simply as an opportunity for the manifestation of the power 
of God. These ideas reveal a complete transformation of thought about the 
miracles of Jesus. In the earliest form of the tradition Jesus refuses to work 
any miracle for display (Mark viii. 11-13*). 
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revelation of Himself in the Law, if God does not reveal Him¬ 
self directly to His children, if He is simply the God of majesty 
who spoke in ancient times out of the midst of the thunders 
and lightnings of Sinai, if He is not also the God who speaks 
to the conscience, the God who is always present within the 
hearts of those who desire to serve Him. 1 

Thus when Jesus went into Galilee to begin his ministry the 
message he brought was* neither the teaching of John the 
Baptist nor a Judaism shorn of a few abuses which had crept 
into it, and in part perverted its fundamental principle, but 
it was in reality a new religion, although probably Jesus was 
not conscious of this himself. 

The Messianic idea was not absent from the first message of 
Jesus. When he said: “The Kingdom of God is at hand/ 5 it 
was the same as though he had said to the Jews: “The Messiah 
is about to appear,” but there is nothing to show that at the 
outset Jesus had the idea that he would be called to play the 
part of Messiah. 

When he sends his disciples out on a missionary journey he 
tells them to carry the message which he himself preaches. 
They are to say that the Kingdom of God is near, and that 
men must repent (Mark vi. 12*; Matt. x. 7); Jesus is con¬ 
vinced that they will not have finished going through all the 
towns of Israel before the Son of Man will come (Matt. x. 
23)/ that is to say, before the Kingdom of God will be realized. 

1 On Jesus’ thought of God, see Renan, p. 75. E. Ehrhardt: Le principe 
de la morale de Jesus , in Seance de rentree de la Faculty de Theologie Protestante 
de Paris , Paris, 1896, pp. 17-35. C. A. Bernouilli: Le Dieu-Pere de Jesus 
d'aprls les Synoptiques , Actes du CongrSs international d’histoire des religions tenu 
a Paris en Octobre 1923, Paris, 1925, II, p. 222. K. Holl: Urchristentum und 
Religionsgeschielite, Ges. Aufs., II, pp. 9 ff. Maurice Goguel: Le Dieu de Jesus , 
in Seance de rentree de la Faculte libre de Theologie de Paris* Paris, i 9 2 * * 9 > 
pp. 24-44. 

2 This saying occurs in a conclusion to the missionary instructions ot 
Jesus (x. 17-25), which reflects the point of view of apostolic times (see in 
particular x. 8). Verse 23 does not agree with its context. There only the 
cities of Israel are mentioned, as in x. 5-6, whereas, according to verses 
17—18, the missionaries will have to appear before tribunals; in verse 23 

all that is said is that when they are persecuted in one city they are to 

flee into the next. Verse 14 suggests an element of harmonization, for the 

missionaries are recommended—and this because the time is short—when 
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When Jesus tells his disciples to preach, he also gives them 
the command and the power to heal and to cast out demons 
(Matt. x. 8; Mark vi. 13); thus their preaching takes on the 
same character as his own. It is not the announcement of a 
fact from which each hearer must draw his own conclusions, 
it is a message of deliverance. The idea that Jesus is this Son 
of Man who is to come is absent from this message. In this 
respect the early phase of the thought of Jesus differs from 
that into which it was to develop later on. 

At the outset, the vocation which Jesus felt he possessed was 
that of a prophet, not that of a Messiah. He feels he possesses 
a message which comes from God, for it is the development 
of the idea of God in him, it is the sentiment of communion 
with God realized by the submission of his own will to that 
of his Father, who has revealed to him that entrance into the 
Kingdom of God can only be a gift of God. Jesus certainly 
did not regard his ideas about the Kingdom of God as a 
discovery which he had made, but as a revelation of God 
which he had to give to his people. This feeling was imme¬ 
diately translated into action: by his preaching, by his activity, 
by the missionary tours which he undertook in order to reach 
as many souls as possible. It is manifested also in some of his 
sayings. For instance, after a day in Capernaum, when he had 
already left the town, his disciples came after him, protesting: 
“All men seek for thee” (which meant that the people of 
Capernaum wanted to keep Jesus to themselves), but Jesus 
replied: “Let us go into the next towns, that I may preach 
there also, for therefore came I forth” (Mark i. 38). 1 This 
sense of vocation is not the Messianic consciousness which was 
to develop later; but it is the germ of this consciousness. 
Because of the communion with his Father in which he lives, 

their preaching is not welcomed in any house or city, not to linger there 
but to press on. We may suppose that in the source instead of, “When they 
persecute you in one city . . .,” there was, “Whee they do not welcome 
you . . .” The present text seems to be due to the influence of the context 
in which persecutions are mentioned. Verse 23 and verses 24-25 are con¬ 
nected with the missionary instructions and not with the editorial conclusion 
to the discourse. 

1 Luke (iv. 43) makes this more definite by putting these words into the 
mouth of Jesus, “For therefore am I sent,” that is, sent by God. 
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Jesus feels God near him when he preaches, when he acts, 
when he casts out demons (Matt. xii. 28*). This sense of being 
a messenger of God was gradually transformed into that of 
being His messenger par excellence , the One who will not only 
bring the message of the Divine pardon to men, but who 
will preside at the establishment of the Kingdom of God 
when it arrives, that is to say, who at that moment will be 
the Messiah. 

One final feature must be mentioned. The activity of Jesus 
is limited strictly to the Jewish people. It was to remain so 
to the end, at least in practice, for it seems as though (we 
shall return to this point later on) during the last days of 
his life Jesus had begun to despair of the Jewish nation, and 
that he had come to think that the whole religious economy 
of the Jews, and, with that, the privileges of Israel upon which 
she prided herself, would be abolished, but the time was too 
short for him to act upon this conviction. However that may 
be, during the whole of his ministry Jesus confined his efforts 
to the Jewish people. No incident in the Gospel story takes 
place in any of the large Galilean towns like Tiberias or 
Sepphoris whose population was largely Gentile; they were 
indeed Greek rather than Jewish towns. When a Canaanitish 
woman besought him to heal her daughter he replied: I am 
not sent save unto the lost sheep of the house of Israel, 5 ' and 
though, finally, he acceded to her request, it was against his 
will, and because he felt constrained to do so by the faith 
and entreaties of the poor mother (Mark vii. 24-30*). 1 When 
he sends the disciples out on a mission he says explicitly that 
they are “not to go in the way of the Gentiles, nor into any city 
of the Samaritans . . . but- go rather to the lost sheep of the 
house of Israel” (Matt. x. 5-7). 2 These passages are certainly 

* Matthew (viii. 5-13) and Luke (vii. 1-10) report another miracle worked 
for the benefit of a pagan, the centurion of Capernaum, but this miracle 
has an exceptional character, since it is in connexion with faith so great 
that Jesus had never seen the like in Israel. Luke further makes out the 
centurion to be almost a semi-Jew, since he says that he loves the Jewish 
people and has built a synagogue for them. 

- The promise of Jesus to his disciples that they will judge (that is, that 
they will govern) the twelve tribes of Israel (Matt. xix. 28*) shows also 
that he thinks that there will be Jews only in the Kingdom. 
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authentic, 1 for from the very beginning the Early Church 
was definitely universalist in outlook and practice, that is, she 
adopted an attitude which was the direct opposite of that of 
Jesus, and for the Church to take this line of action, which 
could not be justified by the example of her Lord, must mean 
that she felt bound to act thus owing to the clear and definite 
memories which had been handed on by the early tradition. 2 

The Gospels report that sometimes Jesus left the territory 
which was actually Jewish, but he never undertook any mis¬ 
sionary tour in Gentile country. He only went there for periods 
of retirement, which seem to have been necessary from time 
to time in order to escape from the hostility of Herod. Thus 
his main object in leaving his own land was to find solitude. 

Certain kinds of Jewish particularism, however, are quite 
remote from the spirit of Jesus. No more than John the Baptist 
could he have made his own the saying in the Wisdom of 
Solomon: “Even when we sin we are Thine, because we know 
Thy power” (xv. 2 ).3 Jesus thinks, on the contrary, that God 

x On the authenticity of Matt. x. 5-6, see my article: Jesus et la tradition 
religieuse de son peuple , R.h.p.r., VII, 1927, pp. 167-169. 

2 Matthew (xxviii. 19) represents the command to preach the Gospel to 
the heathen as having been given by Jesus after his Resurrection. This 
solved the antithesis between the attitude of Jesus and that of the Church. 
In the Fourth Gospel, which is both the most universalist in tendency and 
also takes the most liberties with tradition, there is a very characteristic 
incident which explains how it was that the Church was universalist when 
Jesus was not. At the moment when the ministry of Jesus was drawing to 
a close, Philip speaks to him of some Jews who want to see him (xii. 20-22), 
and Jesus replies: “The hour is come that the Son of Man should be 
glorified” (xii. 23). The reply does not seem to correspond with the request, 
and we might think that xii. 20-22 and xii. 23 represent two fragments of 
traditions which have been placed side by side in an awkward way. But, in 
reality, John wished to express the idea that the Gospel could not be 
preached to the Gentiles until Jesus was glorified (cf. Maurice Goguel: 
Sources, pp. 50 ff.). In x. 16 f. the idea of the sheep who belong to another 
fold (that is to say, non-Jews), who also ought to hear the voice of Jesus, 
is equally connected with the idea of his death. 

3 Several Rabbinical texts express the same idea. The treatise Sanhedrin 
(X, 1, trad. Holscher, p. 103) says, for instance: “All Israel will have 
part in the new world.” Other examples may be found in Strack- 
Billerbeck, I, pp. n6f. As we know, the whole of the beginning of the 
Epistle to the Romans is taken up with explaining that sin separates the 
Chosen People from God every whit as much the Gentiles. 
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will be more severe towards those to whom His call has been 
more directly addressed, and who have not listened to it. Tyre 
and Sidon, Sodom and Gomorrah, will be less severely treated 
in the Day of Judgment than the Galilean towns which 
did not repent when he brought them the divine summons 
(Matt. xi. 20-24*). O n one occasion Jesus declared that “many 
shall come from the east and from the west, from the north 
and from the south, and shall sit down with Abraham and 
Isaac and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven, 1 but the children 
of the kingdom (that is, the Jews) shall be cast out into outer 
darkness” (Matt. viii. 11-12*). In all this, however, there is, 
at the most, only a germ of universalism. These Gentiles who 
will be admitted into the Kingdom of God are exceptions, and 
the words of Jesus sound more like warnings to the Jews than 
like promises to the Gentiles. It may be, perhaps, that just 
as the Apostle Paul tells us why he exalts his ministry as the 
“Apostle of the Gentiles,” saying: “If by any means I may 
provoke to emulation them which are my flesh, and might 
save some of them” (Rom. xi. 13-14), Jesus also may have 
been actuated by similar motives. 


III. The First Disciples of Jesus 

According to the account in the Synoptic Gospels, Jesus began 
preaching before he called his first disciples, Peter and Andrew, 
James and John. Mark (i. 16-20) and Matthew (iv. 18-22) 
give a picturesque account of their call, telling how, at the 
voice of Jesus, they left all—their boats and their nets—and 
followed him, leaving Zebedee alone with the hired servants. 2 

1 Jesus says here: “to be at table with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the 
Kingdom of God,” and not, as in Luke xxii. 30: “to be at my table in my 
Kingdom”; this proves that this saying belongs to the earlier period in the 
life of Jesus, to that in which his Messianic consciousness was not yet 
developed. 

2 Mark (i. 20) says that his sons leave him “with the hired servants.” 
Matthew (iv. 22) does not mention the servants. It is impossible to decide 
whether the servants have been added in Mark by some copyist in order 
that James and John should not appear to have left their father in a difficult 
situation, or whether Matthew has omitted to mention them in order to 
make their sacrifice more complete, and on account of texts like Mark 
x. 29; Matt. x. 37, etc. 
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This story, simple as it sounds, raises certain difficulties. 1 These 
men respond to the call of someone whom they do not know, 
and who does not even tell them what he wants from them. 
Luke has felt this difficulty. He has placed the incident a little 
later in the story (v. i—11) at a moment when the first actions 
of Jesus have brought him a certain amount of notoriety, and 
he has placed a striking miracle—the miraculous draught of 
fishes—before the call to the disciples, which explains the 
decision taken by Peter and his companions. 2 

The first chapter of John reports that it was from the circles 
of the followers of John the Baptist that Jesus recruited his 
first disciples. When John declares that Jesus is the Lamb of 
God, two of his disciples, Andrew and another, prepare to 
follow Jesus. Andrew brings his brother Simon. Then Jesus 
calls Philip, and in his turn, Philip speaks to Nathanael. The 
latter hesitates at first, thinking that nothing good can ever 
come out of Nazareth, but his hesitations vanish when Jesus 
tells him that he saw him under the fig-tree (i. 35-51). This 
section illustrates two ideas. The first is the value of the testi¬ 
mony rendered to Jesus by his disciples and of the way the 
Church grew out of this witness. The second relates to the 
objection raised against the claim of Jesus to the Messiahship 
owing to the fact that he came from Nazareth. For John this 
point was important. He deals with the same objection in 
vii. 41-42. From this we may conclude that this objection was 
one which the Christians often had to meet. Neither in chapter i 
nor in chapter vii is it solved in a rational way. Thus the 

1 Let us recall simply what results from the parallelism of the two scenes 
relating Peter and Andrew and James and John respectively. The fact that 
two identical scenes are placed side by side, when they are so alike that 
we might suspect that one is the doublet of the other, may be intentional. 
Repetition was a device often used in early Christian literature in order to 
emphasize the importance of an incident. As illustrations of this tendency 
it will be sufficient to mention the two accounts of the feeding of the multi¬ 
tudes in the Gospels of Mark and Matthew, and the three accounts of the 
conversion of Paul in the book of the Acts. 

2 It is sufficient to point out in the Lucan account the doublet constituted 
by the two expressions: “Peter and all those who were with him,” and 
“and so was also James and John, the sons of Zebedee, which were partners 
with Simon” (v. 9-10). This affords yet another proof of the secondary 
character of the Lucan narrative. 
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evangelist evidently thinks that it is sufficient to point to the 
witness of Christian experience. A story which illustrates these 
two important ideas may legitimately be suspected of having 
been created for that express purpose. We cannot, however, 
adopt this point of view, for several details show that the 
evangelist is here using source material. In verse 44 it is said 
that Philip comes from Bethsaida, the town of Andrew and 
of Peter. This statement, which is of no particular interest for 
Johannine theology, does not come from the Synoptic Gospels. 
Thus there must be a source behind this passage. Indeed, it 
is only by the suggestion of the existence of a source that we 
can explain the allusion to the scene under the fig-tree (i. 48), 
an allusion which remains unintelligible because the source 
has only been reproduced in a fragmentary manner. Thus this 
section cannot be an invention of the Fourth Evangelist. 
Further, his account agrees perfectly with the story in the 
Synoptic narrative, and even makes it intelligible. If it was 
before his return into Galilee that the first disciples of Jesus 
had been won, if from time to time they returned to their 
usual occupations, then, when Jesus calls them (because the 
moment has come when he has need of them), we understand 
how it is they can rise up and follow him without needing 
any explanation of what he wants from them, nor that he 
should justify his claim to have the right to draw them away 
from their ordinary calling. 

IV. The Scene of the Activity of Jesus 

After leaving John the Baptist, Jesus, in order to avoid 
the slightest suspicion of personal rivalry, seeks a new 
sphere of activity. 1 It is natural that he should have chosen 
Galilee, his native country. Why then did he go, not to 
Nazareth, but to the region round Capernaum, 2 at present 

1 This is what is meant by John iv. 1-3, although the text of the source 
must here have been altered and some additions made to it, to such an 
extent that it is difficult to understand what it does mean. 

* According to Luke, Jesus first preached at Nazareth, but was treated 
there in such a way that he felt compelled to go away from the village 
(iv. 16-30). Mark (vi. i-6a) and Matthew (xiii. 53-58) also know of a 
visit of Jesus to Nazareth, but they place it considerably later in the story. 
The account of Luke is secondary so far as those of Mark and of Matthew 
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Tell-Hum? 1 Possibly there may have been some difficulties 
between him and the members of his family, who may not 
have approved of the line he took when he left Nazareth in 
order to go into the region of the Jordan. 2 Perhaps also Jesus 
considered Capernaum a better centre for his work than 
Nazareth. 

Although Capernaum seems to have been the first scene of 
the activity of Jesus, and although the larger number of the 
Galilean incidents which have been preserved and handed 
down to us seem to be connected with the district of which 
this town is the centre, and although the journeys of Jesus 
are all connected with this town, yet Capernaum was not the 
only scene of his activity. The warnings which he uttered to 
the Galilean towns which refused to amend their ways apply 
equally to Capernaum, Chorazin ,3 and Bethsaida.4 It was 

are concerned. The latter would not have omitted the idea that Jesus was 
fulfilling a prophecy in Isaiah if they had found it in their source. Further, 
in iv. 23, Luke alludes to miracles accomplished by Jesus at Capernaum 
when until that moment there had been no mention either of Capernaum 
or of miracles. 

x On Capernaum, see Dalman : Itin. } pp. 178 ff. The remains of a synagogue 
have been discovered at Capernaum which seems to have been a building 
of some considerable size, and shows the importance of this centre. See 
Orfali: Capharnaiim et ses ruines, Paris, 1922. The reasons which P. Orfali 
(pp. 67 f.) and P. Mestermann {Capharnaiim et Bethsaida , Paris, 1921, pp. 
*63 f.) give to show that this synagogue dates from the Herodian period, 
and that it was the very one which Jesus frequented and the one which 
the centurion built, hardly seem quite convincing. 

3 Perhaps there is here a confused recollection transposed from some other 
part of the narrative of a conflict between Jesus and his family in the story 
of Jesus at twelve years of age in the Temple (Luke ii. 41-52). 

3 On Chorazin, now called Ker&zeh, two and a half miles from Capernaum, 
and about 800 feet above the Lake, see Dalman: Itin., pp. 205 ff. 

4 On Bethsaida, now known as Khirbet el Kanef, see Dalman: Itin., 
pp. 215 ff. Bethsaida-Julias was founded by the tetrarch Philip, at the 
beginning of the present era, on the site of a village which bore the name 
of Bethsaida (the name Julias was given to the new town in honour of Julia, 
the daughter of Augustus). Bethsaida-Julias was on the left bank of the 
Jordan, where it flows into the Lake, hence it was in Gaulonitis and not in 
Galilee; it is certainly Bethsaida-Julias which is intended in Luke ix. 10. 
The question which is raised is this: was there, in addition to Bethsaida- 
Julias, another Bethsaida in Galilee, on the western shore of the Lake, in 
the plain of Gennesaret? The etymological meaning of Bethsaida (place 
where fish is caught) (Dalman: Itin., p. 216) makes this possible. We 
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from this locality that, according to the Fourth Gospel (i. 44, 
xii. 21), Simon Peter, Andrew, and Philip 1 came originally. 

cannot consider it proved by the expression Bethsaida of Galilee which 
occurs in John xii. 21, for Josephus ( A.J ., XVIII, 1, 1, \\ 4) and Ptolemy 
(Geog ., V, 16, 4) use the term Galilee in a broad sense. The rebel Judas 
was popularly known as Judas the Galilean (Josephus: A.J ., XVIII, 1, 6, 
If 23; XX, 5, 2, ^ 102. G.J., II, 8, 1, If 118. Acts v. 37), although he came 
really from Gamala in Gaulonitis. Nor can we regard as decisive the fact 
that in Mark viii. 23-26, Bethsaida, where Jesus cured a blind man, is 
described as a village (kco/mi), although Bethsaida-Julias was a town of 
some importance. The account in Mark vi. 45-53 seems hardly com¬ 
patible with the existence of Bethsaida-Julias alone. The first feeding of 
the multitude took place, according to Mark, in a desert place which Jesus 
reached by boat after leaving Capernaum (vi. 31). Luke (ix. 10) here 
names Bethsaida (certainly Bethsaida-Julias). After the feeding of the 
multitudes Jesus urges his disciples to embark quickly to go to the other 
side of the Lake to Bethsaida (elg to iripav irpog Bi]BoaCdav). The 
progress of the boat was slow because the wind was contrary. During the 
night Jesus rejoined his disciples by walking on the water. When the 
crossing was over they arrived at Gennesaret (53). This passage seems 
to imply that Bethsaida, whither the disciples were going, was situated in 
the plain of Gennesaret. Matthew (xiv. 22) says that Jesus sent his disciples 
from the other side of the Lake, but he does not mention Bethsaida by name. 
Thus he does not seem to have known of a village called Bethsaida on the 
western side of the Lake. In any case, it was probably not an important 
place. Dalman (Itin. } p. 235) suggests that during the course of the crossing 
there may have been a change of direction owing to the storm. Those who 
set out for Bethsaida-Julias in the north may have arrived at the plain 
of Gennesaret in the west. “On the 6th of April, 1908,” he writes, “our 
Institute (the German Archaeological Institute in Jerusalem) had a similar 
experience on the Lake. We left the western shore below Hippos, we wished 
to skirt the shore in our boat in the direction of the north in order to go 
to Bethsaida once more. But towards midday a strong wind arose in the 
east which prevented us from landing there and drove us towards Caper¬ 
naum.” But it would be very strange if Mark did not mention an incident 
of this kind. His statement is too isolated to furnish reliable proofs of the 
existence of a Bethsaida in the plain of Gennesaret; it may also be con¬ 
sidered doubtful because it occurs in a section in which the topographical 
indications are particularly confused. However, it seems to me that this 
possibility cannot be ignored; in the maledictions pronounced on the towns, 
Bethsaida is associated with the purely Galilean towns of Capernaum and 
Chorazin, which seems to me to constitute a very strong likelihood that 
there may have been a village or a place of the name of Bethsaida in Galilee 
proper, doubtless in the plain of Gennesaret. 

1 This statement is not necessarily inconsistent with the fact that according 
to the Synoptists Peter lived in Capernaum, in a house which may have 
been that of his mother-in-law (Mark i. 29—31). 


328 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

Jesus worked mainly in the region round the Lake. Must we 
believe, as Jean Brunhes suggests, that the fishermen of the 
Lake were by their trade more ready to welcome novelties and 
to embark on a great spiritual adventure than the small cul¬ 
tivators, with their patient ways, who lived in the rural districts 
of the interior, men who by their way of life were accustomed 
to limit their outlook to the walls which enclosed their plot 
of ground? 1 Without denying that the manner of life of the 
hearers of Jesus may have prepared some of them for the 
reception of his message, we cannot accept explanations of 
this kind save with a great deal of hesitation. Jesus was a 
landsman, but this did not prevent him from moving out of 
the narrow setting in which he grew up. 

The Fourth Gospel suggests that one of the centres of the 
activity of Jesus in Galilee was at Cana (now Khirbet-Kana), 
to the north of Nazareth, 2 a village which is not even men¬ 
tioned in the Synoptic Gospels. Two incidents took place at 
Cana. The first is the miracle of the changing of the water 
into wine (ii. i-ii). Without discussing the daring hypothesis 
of certain critics who believe they can discern in this story 
a syncretistic tendency inspired by the cult of Bacchus ,3 we 
may remark that this incident does not belong to the most 
reliable part of the Fourth Gospel. Cana is also mentioned 
in the story of the healing of the nobleman’s son of Capernaum : 
Jesus is at Cana when the officer comes to beseech him to 
heal his son. Jesus replies: “Go thy way; thy son liveth.” The 
father returns, full of faith; when he reaches his home his 
servants come to meet him and tell him that his son is healed. 
He asks at what time the child began to improve, and learns 
that the fever left him the previous day at the seventh hour, 
that is, at the very moment when Jesus was speaking with 
him (iv. 46-54). This statement agrees very well with the 
respective position of Capernaum and of Cana ;4 the detail 

1 Jean Brunhes: La geographie humainei, Paris, 1925, pp. 800 fT. 

2 Dalman: Itin., pp. 139 fif. 

3 J. Grill: Untersuchungen iiber die Entstehung des vierten Evangeliums , II, 
Tubingen, 1923, pp. 73-95, 107-119. Kundsin ( Topologische Vberlieferung- 
stoffe im Johannesevangelium , Gottingen, 1925, p. 22) has rightly remarked 
(in opposition to Grill) that there is no indication to prove that there had 
ever been a centre of the Dionysus-cult at Cana. 

4 Dalman: Itin., p. 145. 
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comes from someone who knows the neighbourhood. In itself, 
however, this still does not prove that the mention of Cana 
comes from a primitive tradition. Matthew (viii. 5-13) an d 
Luke (vii. 1-10) use an older form of the same story. 1 John 
has exaggerated the miraculous element, since he makes the 
healing take place at a greater distance than do the Synoptists. 
This shows very clearly that his narrative is of a secondary 
character. Why then didjohn introduce Cana into his narrative? 
Is it because he was familiar with a tradition which mentioned 
this village? or, as has been suggested by Kundsin,- because 
Cana played an important part in the history of Galilean 
Christianity, perhaps because certain members of the family 
of Jesus had lived there? The indications which Kundsin cites 
in support of this hypothesis are very weak. Thus it is not 
impossible that in addition to Capernaum, Bethsaida, and 
Chorazin, Cana may have been one of the centres of the 
Galilean activity of Jesus. 


V. The Forms of the Activity of Jesus 

The Galilean ministry of Jesus was essentially itinerating in 
character. We might suspect a general statement like that of 
Mark i. 39, thinking that it had been added by a later hand, 
were it not that we cannot imagine that the activity of Jesus 
would' differ greatly from the method which he told his 
disciples to use on their missionary tours. He also “went 
through all the cities of Israel” (Matt. x. 23)- The incidents 
reported by the Gospels are placed in very varied scenes, 
sometimes in the house at Capernaum, sometimes on the 
shores of the Lake, or in a boat, sometimes on a hillside or 
in the country, and sometimes again in a synagogue, which 
is not always that of Capernaum. Mark (i. 35 — 3 ^*) tells us 
that Jesus would not let himself be detained in Capernaum 
because he wanted to go farther and preach in the neigh¬ 
bouring villages. Sometimes these incidents were occasioned 
by a casual meeting, like that of the fishermen with their 

> The most characteristic point is that Matthew speaks of the irate of the 
officer. This word means either child or servant. Luke says the slave, and 
John the son. 

2 Kundsin, p. 23. 
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boat (Mark i. 16-20*) or of the publican “sitting at the receipt 
of custom 55 at the entrance to some village (Mark ii. 13-14*). 
Sometimes Jesus explains his attitude during a meal at which 
he is a guest, or when he has just left the house where the 
meal took place (Mark ii. 15 ff.*, etc.). On one occasion a 
meeting with a healed leper, who is not yet ritually purified, 
gives Jesus an opportunity to explain that he does not intend 
to set his own authority against that which is regularly estab¬ 
lished, and that the healed leper ought to go to Jerusalem 
to fulfil the rites which the Law ordains for his readmission 
into society (Mark i. 40-45*). 1 

The forms of the activity of Jesus are no less varied than the 
places where we have seen him at work. Mark gives a general 
description when he says that Jesus preached and cast out 
demons (i. 39). A large number of healings are recorded, and 
although the general statements which refer to them (those 
of Mark iii. 10-12, vi. 53-56; Matt. iv. 24, xv. 29-31, for 
instance) may be assigned to an editorial hand, and though 
some of the particular instances—those, for example, of the 
healing of the leper (Mark i. 40-45*), of the woman with the 
issue of blood, and the daughter of Jairus (Mark v. 21-43*)— 
may also contain a considerable element of redaction, it is 
impossible to doubt that Jesus did work cures. This may be 
explained, doubtless (if, indeed, in such a realm an explanation 
can be suggested at all), by the dominant force of the per¬ 
sonality of Jesus. On the other hand, these works of healing 
greatly enhanced his personal influence. 

While the Gospels give full accounts of the healings accom¬ 
plished by Jesus, they say very little about his teaching. “Jesus 

1 According to the evangelists, Jesus began his ministry by healing a leper. 
But in the account by Mark there is some confusion. At verse 41 Jesus is 
moved with compassion for the leper, and in verse 43 he is angry with him 
and sends him away. In the original account, “Thou canst make me clean,” 
would have meant, “Thou canst declare me clean.” These words having 
been understood by Mark to mean “Thou canst heal me,” he added verses 
41—42, which tell of the cure. Matthew and Luke have got rid of this 
obscurity by not saying either that Jesus was moved by pity for the leper 
or that he was angry with him and sent him away. Cf. Rauch : Bemerkungen 
zum Markustext, Z-N.T.W., Ill, 1902, pp. 300-303. 
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taught,” “Jesus preached,” “Jesus proclaimed the word,” they 
say, but they scarcely tell us what he taught. In this respect 
Matthew wanted to complete Mark’s narrative, and where 
the teaching of Jesus is mentioned for the first time, he intro¬ 
duces the Sermon on the Mount, which is both a specimen 
and a summary of the teaching of Jesus. But this device 
does not really fill the gap, although, at first sight, it appears 
to do so. The Sermon on the Mount is a compilation of some 
of the sayings of Jesus, arranged in such a way that they form 
a rule of life for the Christians of the Apostolic age; the words 
themselves doubtless belong to different points in the Gospel 
narrative. The reason why the evangelists give so little room 
to an exposition of the teaching of Jesus is this: at the time 
when they wrote, the main interest of the Christian Church 
was not so much in what Jesus said and did during his earthly 
ministry as in what he was in his state as the glorified Lord, 
and in the drama of redemption which he had accomplished. 
The evangelists seem to have thought, in a naive kind of way, 
that the substance of the preaching and teaching of Jesus was 
contained in the doctrine of the Church of their day. 

Mark, however, does give some fragments of a didactic character 
which belong to the Galilean period. They are of two main 
types: controversies and parables. The first group is represented 
chiefly by the series of six conflicts (Mark ii. i-iii, 6*). So far 
as their content is concerned, they might belong to any period 
in the life of Jesus. However, the conclusion (iii. 6) in which 
the discussion between the Pharisees and the Herodians is 
mentioned, proves that the source from which Mark has drawn 
this material belongs to the Galilean period, and even to the 
beginning of this period, at a moment when the attitude of 
Herod with regard to Jesus was not yet decided. In these 
discussions we see how Jesus becomes increasingly aware of 
the obstacles which separate him from the traditional ideas 
of Judaism. 

The discussion provoked by the remarks of the Pharisees, 
who say that Jesus casts out demons by the power of Beelzebub, 
the prince of the demons (Mark iii. 20-30*), is no less significant. 
Here we see Jesus becoming ever surer that he is acting in the 
name of God, and that his Gospel means essentially the power 
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to bring deliverance to men, and to defeat the evil powers 
which hold them in thrall. 

The parables seem to furnish more direct indications about 
the teaching and preaching of Jesus; their interpretation is 
a delicate matter, because in each one we need to learn how 
to discriminate between the main truth which Jesus meant 
it to convey and the elements which are only introduced into 
the story to make it more vivid and arresting. We must also 
resist the temptation to try to discover the whole of the thought 
of Jesus in each parable. The manner in which the parables 
are grouped in Mark is not natural, and the theoretical in¬ 
structions which accompany them show that they have been 
placed in their present position for systematic reasons. There 
is therefore no guarantee that they belong to the Galilean 
period. Nor can one attempt a chronological classification of 
the parables by assigning to the Galilean period all those 
which mention the country or the Lake, and to the Judaean 
period those which refer to the Temple or to the road from 
Jerusalem to Jericho. Jesus may have spoken of a sower to 
his hearers in Jerusalem and of the Temple to the people of 
Capernaum. Thus it is wiser not to use the parables to illus¬ 
trate the thought of Jesus at the beginning of his ministry. 

VI. The Welcome Given to Jesus by the People 
of Galilee 

The Gospel narratives frequently mention the profound im¬ 
pression which the preaching of Jesus made on the Galilean 
people; according to the Gospels, his reputation spread rapidly, 
and wherever he went crowds gathered round him, eager to 
hear him speak. His way of speaking and his actions produced 
that feeling of amazement, of religious terror which one feels 
when one is in the presence of something which transcends 
ordinary human power (Mark i. 22, 27, ii. 12*). When Jesus 
returns to Capernaum it is enough for the people to hear that 
he is in the house for the crowd to flock into the house and 
then overflow into the street till the entrance to the house is 
completely blocked (ii. 1). At another time we read that 
people thronged him to such an extent that he had no time 
to eat his meals (Mark iii. 20). One day when he is teaching, 
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in order to be able to carry on at all, he is obliged to get 
into a boat which is pushed off a little way from the shore 
(Mark iii. 9*; cf. Luke v. 3). When the members of his own 
family wish to speak to him they cannot get at him for the 
crowd, and are obliged to send in a message asking him to 
come out to them (Mark iii. 31). When Jesus is on his way 
to the house of Jairus the crowd which goes with him is so 
dense that the disciples are astonished that he could feel that 
someone had touched him deliberately (Mark v. 30-31*). 

Certain statements of a general character, as, for example, 
that of Mark iii. 7-9*, according to which people came to 
hear Jesus not only from Capernaum but from the whole of 
Galilee, from Judaea, from Jerusalem, from Idumaea, from 
beyond Jordan, from the country round Tyre and Sidon, are 
comments on the part of the editor. It is also possible that 
the mention of the admiration of the spectators in the narra¬ 
tives of healing may be regarded, at least to some extent, as 
an element of style which also occurs in the accounts of Jewish 
or Greek miracles. Nevertheless, it is wise to remember that 
as the tradition developed, it emphasized and amplified the 
statements about the size of the crowds which surrounded 
Jesus. 1 But even when all this has been taken into account 
there are still sufficient integral elements in the story to make 
us certain that Jesus exercised an influence over the people 
which went far beyond arousing a simple curiosity, that, 
indeed, he did really attract them to himself. It would be 
possible to assert this without any other evidence at all, simply 
by noting the opposition which confronted Jesus as much from 
the Pharisees as from Herod. The fact that people opposed 
him so virulently proves that they thought he was a dangerous 
enemy; this he would not have been if his preaching had been 
ineffective, and if he had not exercised a real influence over 
his hearers. 

In order to get into true perspective what is said about the 
way the people crowded round Jesus we must note some 
details which show that in the idea of Jesus being warmly 

1 Perhaps it is not unnecessary to observe that when we remember the 
kind of house Peter would have at Capernaum a few score of people would 
suffice to fill it in the way it is said to have been filled in Mark ii. 1 and 
iii. 20. 
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welcomed by the crowd, but opposed by the representatives 
of the religious tradition, there may be a reflection of a situa¬ 
tion which must have often occurred during the history of the 
missionary work of the Church. 

It is not to the scribes and the Pharisees that Matthew and 
Luke make Jesus address this saying: “The Son of Man came 
eating and drinking, and ye say: Behold a man gluttonous and 
a winebibber, a friend of publicans and sinners” (Matt. xi. 
19*). 1 The family of Jesus accused him of madness and tried 
to carry him off* (Mark iii. 21), and although he took care 
to refute the accusation of the scribes who said he was pos¬ 
sessed by Beelzebub, this was certainly less in the hope of 
convincing them than because he felt that the crowd, and 
possibly the disciples themselves, were inclined to be influenced 
by these accusations. At Nazareth Jesus met with an atmo¬ 
sphere of unbelief which is not entirely explained by saying 
that his fellow-townsmen were disappointed that they had not 
actually seen him working miracles like those of which they 
had heard. 2 

Jesus himself has stated that the Galilean towns did not listen 
to his summons to repentance (Matt. xi. 20-24*). Thus if the 
hearers of Jesus were impressed by his teaching, it was in 
general, and in a superficial way, which did not lead them 
to the acts of decision which he demanded from them. 

VII. The Disciples of Jesus 

What were the conditions of discipleship which Jesus felt to 
be absolutely essential? How are we to understand his appeals 
to follow him? in a literal or in a figurative sense? 

In order to answer these questions we must examine the 
meaning of the term “disciple”; the best way of doing this 

1 We must, however, notice that those who spoke like this were people 
who earlier had said of John the Baptist, He hath a demon (Matt. xi. 18*). 
Now we know from Matt. xxi. 32* that John was well received by the 
people and by the tax-gatherers, whereas the Pharisees and scribes refused 
to listen to him. It may be, therefore, that in spite of the clear note at the 
beginning of this section, the saying with which we are dealing may have 
been addressed to the Pharisees. 

2 On the original forms of the conclusion of Mark vi. 5-6a, see pp. 173 ff. 
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is to examine the constitution of that group of disciples who 
accompanied Jesus from the days of the Galilean ministry until 
the moment of his arrest, those men whom tradition represents 
as the twelve apostles, chosen and set apart by Jesus himself. 

Several stories in the Gospels show how Jesus called certain' 
men to follow him, and how they instantly left all and followed 
him, some leaving their boats and their nets, and another 
his office (Mark i. 16-20*, ii. 14*). These narratives are 
doctrinaire in character. They do not show under what con¬ 
ditions Jesus taught these men what he expected from them, 
nor how he won their allegiance. The aim of these narratives 
is not to illustrate the motives which lead to a decision, nor 
to show how faith is born in the soul. They are really stories 
of vocation, in which we see how men (who doubtless knew 
Jesus already and had been convinced by his preaching) decide 
that they will give up everything in order to be entirely at his 
disposal and the service of his cause. And since it is legitimate 
to conclude that the evangelists were thinking of the situation 
of the Church of their own time, we may enquire whether, 
when they edited these stories, they were not influenced by 
the desire to present these men as examples to those of their 
contemporaries who felt themselves called to place their lives 
at the service of the missionary work of the Christian 
Church. 

This interpretation is confirmed—concerning those who are 
mentioned in Mark i. 16-20—by the Johannine evidence; 
according to John, Simon and Andrew and others were won 
by Jesus while he was still in the Jordan district near John 
the Baptist. It is further confirmed in another way by an 
episode reported by Matthew (viii. 19-22) and by Luke 
(ix. 57-62). Someone says to Jesus: “Lord, I wilf jbllow th ee 
whithersoever Thou goest! 55 Jesus discourages him with the 
words: “Foxes have holes, and the birds of the air have nests, 
but the Son of Man hath not where to lay his head. 55 The man 
who spoke thus to Jesus was evidently one who had been 
captured by his teaching, and there is nothing which can make 
us doubt that his faith was sincere. The reply of Jesus shows 
that in order to be his disciple, in a special sense (which is 
indicated in a more precise manner in the two following 
episodes), it is necessary to be ready to accept the same 
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s acrifices that he has made, and to accompany him on his 
missionary^ journeys. To others, Jesus issues a call to follow 
him. One replies by asking permission first of all to go and 
bury his f ather . Jesus replies: “Let the dead bury their dead, 1 
but go thou and preach the Kingdom of GodT 5 ^ Another asks 
permission to go home in order to take leave of his relatives. 
Jesus answers: “No man, having put his hand to the plough, 
and looking back, is fit for the Kingdom of God.” He does 
not make this call save to those whom he judges fit to 
respond, and able to bear the sacrifices which the task to 
which he calls them entails; this also is illustrated by the 
fact that in the story of the rich man the disciples declare 
to Jesus that they have left all to follow him, and he admits 
that they have really given up “house, brethren, sisters, 
mothers, children, and lands,” for his sake and the Gospel’s 
(Mark x. 28-30*). 

The special character of such appeals, which were not 
repeated every time that Jesus preached, at least in the accounts 
we have in the Gospels, shows that we are here concerned with 

1 In order to explain this expression, which falls a little strangely on our 

ears, Gressmann ( Protestantenblatt , 1916, p. 281, quoted by Klostermann: 
Das Lukasevangelium 2 * * , 1929, p. 112) points to certain Egyptian fairy-tales 
in which the dead bury their own dead. In order that this explanation 
might be accepted we would need to be certain that these fairy-tales were 
known in Palestine, and this we do not know. Perles {gwei Vbersetzungsfehler 
im Text der Evangelien , T.W., XIX, 1919-1920, p. 96. JVoch einmal 

Mt. viii. 20. Lk. ix. 10. Jn. xx. 17, ^JV'.T.FF’., XXV, 1921, pp. 286 f.) 
suggests an Aramaic original and a mistake in translation. Thus the original 
meaning would be: “Leave the dead to the gravediggers.” In Strack- 
Billerbeck (I, p. 489) we find serious philological objections to this 
explanation. Basing his argument on the fact that in the Talmud “dead” 
is used in a spiritual as well as in a literal sense, Strack-Billerbeck 
suggests this meaning: “Let those who are spiritually dead bury the dead.” 
But this explanation, attractive as it is in itself, breaks down because we 
have no passage in which Jesus calls those who would not accept his 
teaching “dead.” The best thing to do, so it seems, is to regard this as one 
of those paradoxical sayings which Jesus was fond of using, and to think 
that it means: “Do not pay attention to the dead, but to the living.” 

2 The fact that the message which is here mentioned is that of announcing 

the Kingdom of God, and in the incident which follows, of serving it, 

but not of proclaiming or serving Jesus, shows that these sections belong 

to that period in the ministry of Jesus in which his Messianic consciousness 
was not yet developed. 
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something special. The preaching of Jesus was not designed 
to gather a band of men who would leave all to follow him, 
in the literal sense of the word, but the necessity of spreading 
everywhere the news of the imminence of the Kingdom and 
of preparing men for its coming, led Jesus to demand from 
some of his disciples renunciations which are not required from 
all, and to associate them with his own way of life. On this 
point the activity of Jesus is clearly quite different from that 
of the Messianic agitators of whom Josephus speaks, who 
tended to gather large groups of men who lived on the fringe 
of ordinary life, and were preparing to light against the power 
of Rome or of the Herods, since they did not represent the 
true national sovereignty. 

The evangelists have given definite form to the idea that some 
men were specially called by Jesus to work with him in the 
proclamation of the Kingdom of God. This they have done 
by their theory of the institution of the apostolate. 1 Matthew 
does not say this directly, but in his account of the disciples’ 
mission, he says that Jesus calls the Twelve and gives them 
power over unclean spirits, then sends them out provided with 
his instructions (x. 1 ff.). In a kind of parenthesis he says: 
“Now the names of the twelve apostles are these” (x. 2). 
Mark (iii. 13-19), followed by Luke (vi. 12-16), places the 
institution of the apostolate after the series of conflicts. By this 
he shows that opposition does not discourage Jesus, who, far 
from giving up his work, takes steps to strengthen it. Mark 
tells how, after having cured a number of sick persons, Jesus 
climbs a hill (iii. 7-12). He calls whom he will, that is, among 
those who have declared themselves his disciples he chooses 
some. He picks out twelve 1 to be with him and in order that 
he may send them forth with the power to cast out demons. 

' On the question of the apostolate, see H. Monnier : La notion de Vapostolat, 
Paris, 1903, where there are many bibliographical details. Here we are only 
concerned with the problem of the apostolate from the point of view of the 
life of Jesus. 

* Certain passages (55. B. C*. A. 0 . 13, 69, etc.) add: “whom he called 
apostles.” The evidence for this phrase is strong. Its authenticity, however, 
remains in doubt, because, owing to the fact that it occurs in the text of 
Luke, it is suspected of being a gloss introduced to harmonize the passage, 
and it is difficult to see why this clause was omitted. 
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The names of the Twelve follow, 1 and there is a note on the 
surnames which he gives to three of them. 2 3 

In the way in which Mark defines the function of an apostle, 
“to be with Jesus,” and, “to be sent forth by him,” there is 
a contradiction which can only be resolved by concluding that 
these two remarks do not belong to the same moment. “To 
be with Jesus,” that is the part of the apostles during the 
ministry of Jesus ;3 “to be sent forth by him,” that is to be 
their function after the Resurrection. This shows that already 
the conception of the apostolate, in the Marcan narrative, has 
a theoretical character. It contradicts the statement in which 
it is said that during his lifetime Jesus gave the disciples a 
charge to preach, and, on the other hand, it introduces the 
idea of the missionary work of the Church as it existed in 
primitive Christianity. 

The manner in which Mark’s account is presented to us 
shows that in the tradition the institution of the apostolate 
is not connected with the circumstances of which a definite 
recollection had been preserved. This does not prove that the 
record in Mark has no value; it is, however, enough to arouse 
in us a certain hesitation, and to make us feel that we should 
regard it with great reserve. 

1 The list ofiii. 16-19 is added to the account of the institution. The words 
“and he ordained twelve,” of verse 14, are taken up in verse 15: “and he 
ordained the Twelve.” The list itself is not from one hand. It begins thus: 
“And he gave Simon the name of Peter.” The eleven other names follow 
in the accusative with, in a parenthesis, the note on the name of Boanerges 
(sons of thunder) given to James and John. Thus this section must have 
been formed gradually. First of all, it was not meant to include the names 
of the apostles, then someone added the name of Simon (which, like the 
others, ought to be in the accusative); this, however, has been replaced 
by a phrase borrowed from another tradition: “He gave Simon the name 
of Peter.” Luke has made the whole incident homogeneous. 

2 Commentaries note the interpretations suggested of the surnames given 
by Jesus to some of his apostles. They are too conjectural to supply us with 
reliable data. The presence of two Simons and two of the name of James 
in the group of the Twelve suggests that possibly Jesus was using surnames 
which the disciples had borne already. The name Boanerges might originally 
have been borne only by James. 

3 This idea of the apostolate is very clearly indicated in Acts i. 21-22, 
where it is said that the man who will be called to replace Judas in the 
apostolic charge which he had deserted must be one who had been with 
Jesus as a disciple from the baptism by John until the day of the Ascension. 
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In addition to the three lists of apostles given by the 
Synoptists there is a fourth in the book of the Acts of the 
Apostles (i. 13) and a fragment of a fifth at the beginning 
of chapter xxi in John. These lists have certain differences 
which are, however, not of great significance. The order in 
which the apostles are named is not always the same. 1 

John mentions among the intimate disciples a person called 
Nathanael whom the Synoptists ignore completely. We have 
seen 2 that the use of a source in the passage in which he is 
mentioned prevents us from regarding him as a fictitious 
personage. Thus at the outset the tradition concerning the 
composition of the body of the apostles was not homogeneous. 
The idea of its institution is not, in any case, connected with 

1 They all begin with Simon Peter; immediately after him come, in Mark 

and the Acts, the names of the sons of Zebedee (in the Acts John appears 
before James, doubtless a consequence of the part which in this book John 
plays as the head and the representative of the Church in Jerusalem). 
Matthew and Luke place Andrew immediately after his brother Peter; 
Philip has the fifth place in all the lists. Bartholomew comes sixth in the 
Gospels, and seventh in the Acts, where the sixth place is taken by Thomas, 
who only takes the eighth place on the list in Mark and Luke after Matthew. 
Matthew’s name occurs in the inverse order: Thomas, Matthew. All the 
lists give as the ninth name James, son of Alphaeus. A Simon who is not 
Simon Peter also figures in the four lists at the eleventh place in Mark and 
Matthew, at the tenth in Luke and the Acts. This Simon is called o 
Kavavao?G (Mark, Matthew) or o (Luke, Acts); the two terms 

are equivalent, the one being the transcription and the other the transla¬ 
tion of the Aramaic word which means “the Zealot” (member of a political 
party which was violently opposed to the Roman suzerainty). Finally, all 
the lists place at the end the name of Judas Iscariot (for the meaning of 
this term see further on p. 495, n. 1). The only case where these lists do 
not tally is in one name: at the tenth place, Mark mentions Thaddaeus 
and Matthew Lebbaeus. Luke and the Acts place Judas in the eleventh 
place (Judas, the son of James). It is rather arbitrary to suggest, as is often 
done, that Thaddaeus and Lebbaeus are two different forms of the same 
name. We might rather enquire whether the presence of these two names 
in Mark and Matthew, where in Luke we find Judas son of James, may 
not arise from the fact that they did not wish an apostle to bear the name 
dishonoured by the traitor. The Fourth Gospel, at the beginning of chapter 
xxi, names Simon Peter, Thomas, Nathanael, the sons of Zebedee, and 
mentions two unnamed disciples whom it would be possible to identify 
as Andrew and Levi Matthew, who are named in the last phrase in the 
Gospel of Peter. He also names Philip (i. 44 f., vi. 53, xii. 21 f., xiv. 8 f.) 
and the two Judases (xiv. 22, vi. 71, xiii. 2 f., xviii. 2 f.). 

2 See p. 324. 
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the knowledge of a definite group of persons who are said to 
have composed it. 

In order to describe those who formed the circle of intimate 
friends of Jesus and who to him were more than occasional 
hearers, the evangelists employ the term “the disciples” 
(fiadrjTai), “the apostles,” and “the Twelve.” 

Apart from the accounts relating the institution of the 
apostolate and the sending out of the disciples on their mission, 
the term “apostle” does not appear in Mark, Matthew, or 
John. Luke uses it three times (xvii. 5, xxii. 14, xxiv. 10), 
but when we compare these passages and their parallels 1 we 
find that the term “apostle” is not used either there or in the 
sources. The entirely exceptional nature of the use of this word 
in the Gospels is unfavourable to the historicity of the institu¬ 
tion of the apostolate by Jesus. 

The term k ‘the Twelve” 2 may be explained as possibly due 
to Jesus himself, who for symbolic reasons, which are quite 
transparent, chose twelve men to be specially associated with 
his work, or possibly it may be simply due to an accident; 
that is, that after various changes the most intimate group 
of the disciples may finally have found itself to be composed 
of twelve men. The appeals to follow him and preach with 
him the Kingdom of God which Jesus addressed to the man 
who wished to bury his father, and to the man who wished 
to go home and take leave of his relatives (Matt. viii. 21-22*), 
indicate that if he could have done so, Jesus would have 
enlarged the circle of his collaborators. Thus the number 
twelve had no particularly sacred character in his eyes. One 
passage, however, seems to contradict this opinion, it is this 
saying of Jesus: “Ye which have followed me, in the regene¬ 
ration when the Son of Man shall sit on the throne of his 
glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging3 the twelve 

1 The first in Matt. xvii. 20; the second in Mark xiv. 17; Matt. xxvi. 20; 
the third in Matt, xxviii. 8. 

2 The expression “the twelve apostles” only occurs in Matt. x. 2. The 
word “disciple” is used far more frequently than the term “apostle.” 
Where “the Twelve” are mentioned we ought to read “the twelve disciples” 
rather than the twelve apostles.” The expression is used nine times 
by Matthew, twelve times by Mark, seven times by Luke, four times 
by John. 

3 To judge here means to govern. 
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tribes of Israel” (Matt. xix. 28). In any case this saying is 
archaic because it assumes that there will be none but Jews 
in the Kingdom of God. It contains a symbolic element: 
Matthew would certainly not have represented Judas as seated 
on a throne in the Messianic kingdom. The promise is not 
made to these men because they have been chosen by Jesus 
and elevated to the dignity of apostles, but because they have 
followed him. Luke (xxii. 30) says: “That ye may ... sit on 
thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.” Thus it is not 
certain whether the agreement between the twelve apostles 
and the twelve tribes of Israel is a primitive element. Probably 
it increased rather than diminished with the passage of time. 
The idea of a closed circle of twelve disciples is therefore a 
secondary idea. In one passage in Mark we see clearly that 
it has been added: “And when he was alone they that were 
about him with the Twelve asked of him the parable” (iv. 10). 
It is impossible to find a connexion between these two groups. 
If those who surrounded Jesus had formed two concentric 
groups, “the Twelve,” since it was the more intimate of the 
two groups, would have been mentioned first. The words, 
“with the Twelve,” are secondary in character, 1 and they 
have here been added in order to introduce the idea of the 
circle of the apostles. 

The term “disciples” is frequently employed to describe 
the group of intimates expressly distinguished from the mass 
of the hearers of Jesus, even in cases where there is nothing 
to show that these hearers are animated by hostile sentiments. 
The first feeding of the multitudes and the episode which 
follows furnish a typical example of this use of the word 
“disciples.” The people who came to join Jesus from the 
region which extended from Capernaum to Bethsaida-Julias 
are clearly distinguished from the group of intimates with 
whom Jesus had retired into a desert place apart (Mark vi. 
30-31*) and who play a definite part in the incident 
(vi. 35-44*). The distinction between the two groups is still 
more clearly defined in that which follows: Jesus insists on 
his disciples getting into a boat and pushing off while he 
sends the multitudes away (vi. 45-46*). It seems as though 

1 In the parallel passages, Matthew (xiii. 10) and Luke (viii. 9) have 
simply “the disciples.” 
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he is anxious to avoid too long a contact between the two 
groups. 1 

In certain instances the term “disciples” is used in a wider 
sense. Matthew (viii. 21) mentions a “disciple” who, before 
he followed Jesus, asked permission to go and bury his father, 
and who therefore was not one of those who accompanied 
Jesus. He speaks also of the reward promised to him who will 
give a cup of cold water to one of these little ones in the name 
of a disciple (x. 42) in a way which makes it seem at least 
possible that he is not thinking only of those who helped him 
during his missionary journeys. When the relatives of Jesus 
send a message to him, with the intention of calling him away 
from his work (Mark iii. 21), Jesus replies that his true relatives 
are those who do the will of God (Mark iii. 35*), and, as he 
says this, he looks at those who are sitting round him in a 
circle, that is, not only at his intimate friends, but also at the 
crowd. 

When we look at the apostolate from the point of view of 
the Early Church we realize that the earliest conception was 
that of the apostle Paul. The apostle is one who has received 
a commission from the glorified Christ and from God to preach 
the Gospel (Gal. i. 1). Such an idea could not have originated 
at a moment when the theory of an apostolate, instituted by 
Jesus during his ministry, was already in existence. 2 

Several stories suggest that some of the disciples of Jesus 
formed a specially intimate group. On the occasion of the 
Raising of Jairus’ daughter Jesus only allowed Peter, James, 

1 On this point see pp. 373 ff. 

2 In 1 Cor. xv. 5 Paul speaks of an appearance to the Twelve (this is 
the text of n. B. A., etc.), which is certainly primitive; the reading “to the 
Eleven” of D. G. lat., etc., being a correction due to this reflection that 
the defection of Judas had reduced the number of the apostles chosen by 
Jesus to eleven. If we hesitate to regard the term used by Paul merely as 
an unfortunate expression, there may be in the term the proof that originally 
the Twelve were not a group of men chosen by Jesus but the original 
nucleus of the Church. The idea of the apostolate of the Twelve would 
then spring out of the fact that these men, who were originally, like Paul 
himself, apostles in his sense of the word, would insist on the authority 
which they had gained from the fact that they had followed Jesus during 
his ministry. We shall have occasion to return to the idea of the apostolate 
in connexion with the history of the Primitive Church. 
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and John to enter the room with him (Mark v. 37*). These 
are the same disciples who were with him on the Mount of 
Transfiguration (ix. 2*), and who, in Gethsemane, went with 
him further than the rest (xiv. 33*). It is to them, and to 
Andrew as well, that the Synoptic Apocalypse is addressed 
(Mark xiii. 3). Two of these four sections do not belong to 
the primitive tradition. The Transfiguration was originally 
a manifestation of the Risen Christ, 1 and the great discourse 
of chapter xiii is a small Apocalypse, a little earlier than the 
year 70. 2 3 4 5 In the incident in Gethsemane the detail that three 
intimate disciples were taken further than their companions 
might quite well not be primitive, since, when Jesus returns 
to the place where he had left them, it is not said that together 
they return to the eight others, and yet the eleven seem to 
be there at the moment of the arrest. The episode of Jairus 
is not enough on which to settle the question of the existence 
of a group of three intimates. The idea of this group might 
be the reflection of the part played by Peter, James ,3 and John 
in the Primitive Church. 4 


VIII. The Conflicts between Jesus and the 
Pharisees 

Although during his ministry in Jerusalem Jesus was con¬ 
fronted by the opposition of the Sadducees as well as of the 
Pharisees, and although, in the intrigues which incited Pilate 
to take action against him, the former seem to have taken 
a greater part than the latter, it was only with the PhariseesS 

1 Maurice Goguel: Notes d’histoire evangelique, II, Esquisse (Tune interpreta¬ 
tion du recit de la transfiguration, R.h.r., LXXXI, 1920, pp. 

2 See further on pp. 425 ff. 

3 There may be some confusion here with James, the brother of Jesus. 

4 It seems as though the idea of the three intimate friends of Jesus may 
have served as an explanation of the fact that for so long tradition ignored 
the story of the Transfiguration and the Synoptic Apocalypse. 

5 The evangelists seem to treat the terms Pharisees and scribes as though 
they were interchangeable. They use now one and now the other, and 
often they use them together. In reality they are not synonymous. Although 
the majority of the scribes, that is to say, of those who gave themselves 
to the study of the Law, belonged to the Pharisee party, it was possible to 
be a Pharisee without being a scribe. 
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that Jesus had to do during the period of his Galilean ministry. 1 
The Gospels represent them as the born enemies and typical 
adversaries of Jesus. They represent them as fundamentally 
hypocritical, proud, caring only for the esteem of others, full 
of contempt for the people, for all who are not of their party, 
or who do not live in accordance with the demands of the 
Law. The Pharisees watch Jesus with ill-will, lay traps for 
him, are unceasingly on the watch for anything which may 
compromise him, thwart his designs, and cause his ruin. 
According to the evangelists, Jesus was under no delusion about 
their feelings towards him; from the beginning to the end of 
his ministry he is represented as being in open conflict with 
them. 

This conception is rather arbitrary. Jesus opposed the 
Pharisees on questions touching the tradition whose obser¬ 
vance they claimed to have the right to impose; he reproached 
them for their pride, for all that was extreme and ostentatious 
in their piety, he criticized them on other points as well, but 
what he opposed was not the fundamental element in Phari¬ 
saism itself. Jesus was not against the Pharisees root and 
branch; he saw in them (what they really were) the religious 
elite of Israel, and he would have liked to have gained their 
support. 2 On two of the points on which they differed from 
the Sadducees he agreed with them. Like them he believed 
in the future life, and his concern, like theirs, was essentially 
religious, and in no way political or materialistic. On one 
point only was Jesus on the side of. the Sadducees against the 
Pharisees. Like them he did not admit the authority of the tra¬ 
dition to which the Pharisees attributed a value equal to that 
of the Law. But the significance of this agreement is singularly 
diminished by the fact that the attitude of Jesus and that of 
the Sadducees was actuated by entirely different motives. The 
Sadducees rejected the tradition solely for juridical reasons 
Jesus was moved by moral and religious reasons only. 

Several times Luke represents Jesus at a meal in a Pharisee’s 
house (vii. 36 ff., xi. 37, xiv. 1); he shows the Pharisees warning 
him of the designs of Herod (xiii. 31-33), and others asking 

1 During the Galilean period the Sadducees are not mentioned, excepting 
in Matthew (xvi. 1, 6 ff.). See pp. 348 ff. 

2 Cf. Ed. Meyer, II, pp. 425 ff. 
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him a question about the coming of the Kingdom of God 
which reveals no hostility (xvii. 30). 

According to Mark, at the outset there were some scribes 
and Pharisees amongst the disciples of Jesus. 1 They only left 
him when they saw him taking certain liberties with the legal 
observances, and in particular when they saw him sitting down 
to table with the tax-gatherers and people who did not observe 
the Law (Mark ii. 16* ff.). It is Matthew, doubtless, who, in 
the discussion about the washing of hands, introduces this 
remark of the disciples to Jesus: “Knowest thou that the 
Pharisees were offended after they heard this saying?” (xv. 12), 
but in this he has exactly expressed the impression that the 
attitude of Jesus must have made on the Pharisees. Thus 
the Pharisees were alienated from Jesus by scruples which 
were undoubtedly sincere, and from their point of view 
legitimate. 

All the accounts which represent Jesus in conflict with the 
Pharisees are not of the same character. There are some in 
which the Pharisees ask Jesus questions on subjects which were 
subjects of controversy among the learned men of the day, 
as, for instance, on the question of divorce (Mark x. 1-12*). 2 
In questioning him they desired, at the most, to put his know¬ 
ledge and sagacity to the test. 

1 Mark ii. 15-16, according to K. L. A. 33, etc. “Many of the people 
followed him, even some of the scribes of the Pharisees. Seeing . . The 
other MSS. (for instance A. B. C.) read: “Many people followed him. 
And the scribes of the Pharisees (A. C.: the scribes and the Pharisees) 
seeing . . .” Although the first form of the text is less well supported than 
the second, it ought to be preferred, because the passage from the first 
text to the second is easier to imagine than a development in the other 
direction. 

^ The text of Mark seems to be slightly transposed. The question put to 
Jesus was not meant to question whether divorce were legitimate or not, 
since the principle was admitted in Deut. xxiv. 1 flf., where it is said that 
when a man finds something shameful in his wife he may give her a letter 
of divorce. The school of Shammai interpreted this passage in a rigid sense, 
and considered that it only applied in a case of adultery; the school of 
Hillel gave it a wider interpretation, saying, for instance, that a husband 
had the right to divorce his wife if she had burnt his dinner. R. Akiba 
(c. 135) would say he might do this even if he saw a woman who was 
more beautiful than his own wife. See the passages in Strack-Billerbeck, 
I 5 pp. 313 fF. The reply of Jesus goes beyond the limits of the question 
which is addressed to him. 
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Other interventions are of a different character. When the 
Pharisees asked Jesus to give them a sign from heaven 
(Mark viii. 11, 13*), or when they challenged him to tell them 
by what authority he could justify his conduct in casting out 
the sellers and money-changers from the Temple (Mark xi. 
27-33*), their intention was to place him in an embarrassing 
position and to destroy his influence. 

Their hostility is still more evident when they accuse Jesus 
of blasphemy, because he says to the paralytic that his sins 
are forgiven (Mark ii. 1-12*), when they reproach him with 
breaking the Sabbath (Mark iii. 1-5*) or permitting his dis¬ 
ciples to break it (Mark ii. 23-28*), still more clearly when 
they accuse him of casting out demons by Beelzebub (Mark iii. 
22* ff). 

The hostility of the Pharisees, or, rather, of certain Pharisees, 
against Jesus was due to religious motives. They opposed him 
because to them his teaching seemed scandalous. Was their 
opposition purely theoretical, at least, during the Galilean 
period? Directly, the Pharisees could do nothing against Jesus; 
allied with the Herodians they had the power to become 
dangerous enemies. The alliance was not difficult to form, and 
this is what actually took place. 


IX. The Attitude of Herod towards Jesus 

Herod, as we know from Josephus (A. J., XVIII, 5, 2, 117- 

H9), had caused John the Baptist to be put to death, not, 
or not only, as the Gospels say, on account of the resentment 
of Herodias, but also because he feared the result of John’s 
influence over the people, and dreaded the possibility of a 
revolt. It was therefore only natural that when he heard that 
a new prophet had arisen, he should be prejudiced against 
him. It seems probable that a confused recollection of Herod’s 
hostility to Jesus lies behind the story of Jesus being taken 
before Herod (Luke xxiii. 7-12; cf. Acts iv. 27). 

At the outset, when (apart from those who had come into 
direct touch with him) it was still possible not to know how 
Jesus conceived this Kingdom of God whose imminent advent 
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he proclaimed, Herod seems to have tried to discover his 
attitude towards the political authorities. This is the meaning 
of the question about the payment of tribute-money put to 
him by the Pharisees and the Herodians. 1 The Gospels place 
this incident during the Jerusalem ministry, but the mention 
of the Herodians proves that it must certainly belong to the 
period of the Galilean ministry; it is impossible to imagine 
that Mark could have introduced the Herodians into the story 
of his own accord, and it would be difficult to explain their 
presence at Jerusalem. The question they put to Jesus about 
the lawfulness of paying tribute to Caesar was not a mere 
academic question, designed to put him in an awkward 
position, or to test his wisdom and astuteness; it was one on 
which the minds of many were much exercised at that moment. 2 
The men who questioned Jesus were emissaries of the Tetrarch; 
their business was to discover the attitude of Jesus towards 
Herod as well as towards the Emperor, whose vassal the 
Tetrarch was. By his reply: “Render to Caesar that which 
is Caesar’s,” Jesus destroyed any excuse for immediate action 
on Herod’s part, yet his answer did not finally allay Herod’s 
fears. 

The Herodians appear a second time at the conclusion of the 
series of conflicts between Jesus and his enemies. After Jesus 
had cured a man, whose hand was paralysed, on the Sabbath 
Day: “the Pharisees went forth and straightway took counsel 
with the Herodians against him, how they might destroy him” 3 

1 The term Herodians occurs three times, always in conjunction with 
that of the Pharisees (Mark iii. 6, xii. 13; Matt. xxii. 16). The Herodians 
can scarcely have been members of the family of Herod; it is difficult to 
tell who they were; whether they were supporters of the statu quo, hostile 
on principle to everything new which might disturb the settled order of 
things, or hangers-on of Herod, or even his officials. In my opinion the 
last suggestion seems the most likely. 

* According to Josephus, one of the motives for the revolt of Judas of 
Gamala was the refusal to pay the tribute money (A.J., XVIII, 1, 1, 
4 fF. G.J., II, 8, i> U 118). Among those who paid it many were still 
much exercised in their minds. It was quite natural that as Jesus announced 
the nearness of the Kingdom of God people should have asked for his 
views on this question. 

3 We might also translate: “The Pharisees, going out with the Herodians, 
took counsel...” 
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(Mark iii. 6). Here Mark alone mentions the Herodians. 1 A 
discussion of this kind which led to nothing could not very 
well have been imagined by him. This phrase seems like a 
stray block of alien matter, a foreign body, or a relic of an 
older tradition which Mark may have copied without thinking 
from the source in which the story of the various conflicts is 
recorded. Originally, something must have happened as a 
result of the conversation of the enemies of Jesus. Some 
measures must have been taken against him, and perhaps the 
primitive narrator reported this in order to explain the 
departure of Jesus from Galilee. 

It is not difficult to understand why the evangelists have 
not mentioned these measures. At the time when they wrote 
the Gospel story was conceived in terms of a divine plan. 
Hence it was impossible to explain it in terms of actual cir¬ 
cumstances. No longer could they admit that the departure 
of Jesus for Jerusalem had been determined by the measures 
taken against him by Herod. 

The saying of Jesus about the “leaven of the Pharisees” and 
“the leaven of Herod” is also a proof of the hostility of Herod 
towards Jesus. After the second feeding of the multitudes 
(having refused to show the Pharisees a sign from heaven), 
Jesus embarked with his disciples in order to cross to the 
eastern side of the Lake; after they had started his friends 
discovered that they had forgotten to take bread with them; 
it was on this occasion that Jesus said to them: “Take heed, 
beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and the leaven of Herod.” 
His disciples thought this was a gentle reproach to them for 
their carelessness. Jesus saw what they were thinking, and 
asked them if they remembered the two miracles of the mul¬ 
tiplication of the loaves, concluding by saying: “Have ye not 
yet understood?” (Mark viii. 14-21). Matthew (xvi. 5-12) 
follows the narrative of Mark, but instead of the Herodians 
he mentions the Sadducees; he also introduces other varia- 

1 Luke (vi. n) modifies considerably the text of Mark. He says: “Filled 
with fury they asked one another what they might do to Jesus.” The text 
of Mark is certainly primitive. The omission of the mention of the Herodians 
in Matthew and in Luke is explained by the reasons which have caused the 
remembrance of the hostility shown by Herod towards Jesus to be almost 
entirely effaced. 
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tions which, as is often the case, give to his narrative an air 
of greater brevity and concentration. He also adds a closing 
phrase which says plainly that Jesus was alluding to the 
doctrine of the Pharisees and the Sadducees. Luke, who does 
not give the group of incidents which separate the first feeding 
of the multitudes from the Confession of Peter, gives (xii. 1) 
the words about the leaven in another place, but he does not 
mention that they had been misconstrued. In his account, 
Jesus is speaking to the disciples in the presence of the crowd, 
but the account of the incident appears to be wholly unrelated 
to the context. Thus it would seem that this saying was pre¬ 
served first of all as an isolated logion\ the fact that it was 
combined later with the crossing of the Lake, and the fact that 
the disciples forgot to take bread with them, are therefore 
secondary elements. 1 

Although neither Mark nor Luke defines the meaning of the 
warning given by Jesus, it seems evident that they, like 
Matthew, understood it to apply to the teaching of the 
Pharisees. This, however, cannot have been its original 
meaning. This explanation does not agree with the mention 
of the Herodians, for they did not constitute a religious party, 
and therefore had no doctrine. Luke left the Herodians out 
of this story and Matthew substituted the Sadducees instead; 
both evangelists did this because they could not understand 
the allusion. The saying about the leaven was originally a 
warning of Jesus to his disciples about the dangers which 
threatened him, dangers which possibly threatened them as 
much as himself. These words belong to a period when the 
hostility of Herod h^d not yet been declared openly, but when 
Jesus had already guessed or foreseen it. 

* 

A time came, however, when the attitude of Herod became 
quite clear. On this point Luke (xiii. 31-33) has preserved 
a very valuable tradition: 2 

1 These words must have been uttered some time before the feeding of the 
multitudes, for, as we shall see, at that time Jesus felt that Herod’s attitude 
was very threatening. 

* Where it is now placed it has no organic connexion with the section 
which precedes it (xiii. 22-30), in which Jesus is represented as being 
already en route for Jerusalem (22), nor with that which follows (the 
prophecy over Jerusalem whose children Jesus has tried in vain to gather 
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The same day there came certain of the Pharisees, saying unto him, 
Get thee out, and depart hence: for Herod will kill thee. And he 
said unto them, Go ye and tell that fox, Behold I cast out devils, 
and I do cures to-day and to-morrow, [and the third day I shall 
be perfected]. 1 Nevertheless I must walk [to-day and to-morrow and] 
the day following, for it cannot be that a prophet perish out of 
Jerusalem. 

The part played by the Pharisees in this incident is so contrary 
to the usual idea of them fostered by tradition that we can 
be sure we are here dealing with a fact of history. The authen¬ 
ticity of the reply of Jesus is less evident; Wellhausen 2 suggests 
that it has been altered by the unfortunate introduction of 
the words which we have placed within brackets. It is also 
rendered rather suspicious by the dogmatic idea that the 
departure of Jesus for Jerusalem has been determined by the 
sense of a higher fitness that he shall die at Jerusalem. The 
warning of the Pharisees shows that at a given moment Herod, 
who until then had been hesitating, made the decision to have 
Jesus put to death. 

This fact illuminates the meaning of an incident relating to 
Herod which appears in the three Synoptic Gospels under 
rather peculiar conditions. This is the account of the feelings 
of Herod when he hears people talking about Jesus (Mark vi. 
14-16*). 

In the preceding section, Mark has told how the disciples 
went about preaching and healing in accordance with the 
instructions and the powers given to them by Jesus (vi. 6-13). 
He continues thus: 

And king 3 Herod heard of him (for his name was spread 

together (34-35)), a saying which could only have been uttered at the 
close of his Jerusalem ministry. 

1 The text may mean, “and then I shall have finished,” that is to say, 
“I shall have finished the ministry which I wish to accomplish in Galilee,” 
or “that will be the end of me.” As in point of fact Jesus leaves Galilee 
after this warning, the former meaning is to be preferred. 

3 Wellhausen: Lk ., pp. 75 ff. 

3 In reality Herod only possessed the title of Tetrarch, but it is possible 
that usually people called him by the title of King, which he bitterly 
regretted he did not actually possess. On this point Matthew and Luke have 
corrected the slight inaccuracy in the text of Mark. 
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abroad, 1 ) and he said: That John the Baptist was risen from the 
dead, and therefore mighty works do shew themselves forth in 
him. Others said, That it is Elias. And others said, That it is a 
prophet or as one of the prophets . 2 3 4 But when Herod heard thereof 
he said, It is John, whom I beheaded: he is risen from the dead. 

Compared with Mark the text of Matthew presents some 
variations; it will be sufficient to mention the chief ones. 
Matthew has tried to connect his account more naturally with 
what precedes it. He begins less abruptly: “At that time 
Herod . . . said.” Matthew reports only the first declaration 
of the Tetrarch, and leaves out the other opinions which were 
current among the people. 

Luke’s account differs more widely from that of Mark than 
from that of Matthew. According to Luke, Herod is uneasy 
because he has heard it said that John the Baptist is risen 
from the dead; others say that Elijah has reappeared amongst 
men ;3 others, again, that some other ancient prophet has come 
to life once more. As for himself, he declares: “As for John, 
I beheaded him! Who, then, is this man of whom I hear all 
these things?” Luke has a conclusion which is peculiar to his 
narrative: “and he sought to see him. ”4 

The theme of the diverse hypotheses suggested concerning 
Jesus reappears in the incident of Peter’s Confession (Mark viii. 
27-28*): 


. . . by the way he asked his disciples, saying unto them: Whom 
do men say that I am? And they answered, John the Baptist; 
but some say, Elias, and others, One of the prophets (is returned). 


1 This clause is an awkward attempt to conceal the absence of a comple¬ 
ment which is, however, indispensable. Matthew and Luke felt this and 
they tried to fill in the gap by a vague term, “the renown of Jesus” 
(Matthew), “all that had taken place” (Luke). 

2 Literally, “a prophet like one of the prophets.” 

3 According to Jewish ideas, Elijah was to come as a forerunner of the 
Messiah. See pp. 276 flf. 

4 In the incident of the appearance of Jesus before Herod, Luke says that 
for a long time past Herod had desired to see Jesus because he heard of 
him and desired to see him work some miracle (xxiii. 8). The agreement 
between the two passages is only apparent, for in ix. 9 Herod desires to 
see Jesus because all that he hears about him disturbs him, not because 
he wants to see him work a miracle. 
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These two developments of the same theme cannot be independent 
of one another. In the way in which Jesus is identified with John 
the Baptist risen from the dead, as presented by Mark vi. 14, and 
Matt. xiv. 2, there is something which does not reappear in the 
episode of Caesarea Philippi, and that is, the idea that this explana¬ 
tion is suggested or confirmed by the miracles of Jesus. This may 
seem an argument in favour of the form in which the theme is 
presented in the episode of Herod, 1 but it is difficult to see for what 
reason Mark could have avoided speaking of the miracles in the 
account of the Confession of Peter. And, if we consider the true 
character of the idea of miracles accomplished by a person risen 
from the dead, we are led to consider this element in the narrative 
as secondary. The idea that a person who has died and come back 
to this life possesses supernatural powers is fairly easy to understand. 
However, in spite of many researches into this question, it has been, 
until now, impossible to find a single Jewish or pagan author who 
expresses this idea. The accounts of the raising of the dead which 
we find in the Gospels (of the daughter of Jairus, the young man 
of Nain, and Lazarus), do not contain anything to suggest that 
these persons were any different after the miracle than they were 
before. The idea of a supernatural power with which a person 
raised from the dead would be endowed is thus absolutely charac¬ 
teristic of this passage. Its origin should be sought, therefore, very 
probably, in the cycle of ideas and beliefs which gather round the 
Resurrection of Jesus, especially in the idea that the Risen Jesus 
possesses certain powers which he did not possess during his earthly 
ministry. He can, for instance, appear and disappear suddenly, 
and enter into a room where the doors are shut (cf., for instance, 
Luke xxiv. 15, 31, 36; John xx. 19). 2 We can easily understand 
why this feature .has been introduced into the episode of Herod 
and not into the story of Peter’s Confession. In the first section it 
was natural that the identification of Jesus with John the Baptist 
risen from the dead should be suggested since it is the leading idea 


1 This view is suggested in Jean-Baptiste, pp. 46 ff. 

2 It is easy to understand why it was that the Christians of the primitive 
period did not represent the life of the Risen Jesus like that of the daughter 
of Jairus, the young man of Nain, or Lazarus. These people did not finally 
escape death. Although it is not explicitly stated, it is assumed that each 
of them will have to die, when the time comes, later on. For them it meant 
only that all that was premature in their death was abolished. On the 
contrary it was believed that the return of Jesus from death was a victory 
gained over death, an anticipation of the general resurrection which was 
to take place at the parousia . 



THE FIRST PART OF THE GALILEAN MINISTRY 353 

to which Herod returns, after putting aside certain explanations 
which had been suggested to him. On the other hand, in the story 
of the Confession of Peter the central idea is that Jesus is the Messiah. 
The other interpretations of his person which are mentioned are 
only there in order to throw this fact into relief. There was thus no 
reason for the narrator to suggest the identification of Jesus with 
John the Baptist any more than with Elijah. 

Thus it is not possible to say that because the theme of the various 
hypotheses about Jesus is more fully developed in the episode of 
Herod, it is therefore a primitive element, whereas in the con¬ 
versation of Jesus with his disciples near Caesarea Philippi it could 
only be a secondary element. 

In the story of the Confession of Peter, the theme of the different 
hypotheses is organically connected with the sentiment which 
Peter, the mouthpiece of the apostles, expresses concerning Jesus. 
This opinion and those which were current among the people 
have this in common: they express the idea that Jesus was not an 
ordinary person. It is otherwise in the incident relating to Herod, 
which does not seem to lead to any definite conclusion. 

We must examine the text of Luke with special care. In Mark 
the uneasiness of Herod is caused by the fact that he believes 
Jesus is John the Baptist risen from the dead, risen, as he 
thinks, in order to revenge himself upon him by the super¬ 
natural power which he now enjoys. His companions try to 
reassure him by suggesting other explanations which would 
be less terrifying, but he persists in holding to his previous 
opinion. 1 In Luke’s account two reasons are suggested for 
Herod’s uneasiness: On the one hand, some say that John 
the Baptist is risen, and this disturbs Herod. Thus he con¬ 
siders the identification of Jesus with John the Baptist, risen 
from the dead, as at least a possibility. At the conclusion of 
the narrative, on the other hand, Herod absolutely rejects this 
hypothesis and says: “I had John beheaded. Who then is 
this man about whom I hear all these things?” This con¬ 
tradictory statement proves that here an editor has tried to 
combine the elements of two accounts. Behind Luke’s account 

1 We cannot draw any conclusion from the fact that Matthew reports only 
the opinion of Herod, but does not speak of the other hypotheses concerning 
Jesus, because it seems probable that he wished to avoid the doublet which 
occurs in Mark with the Confession of Peter; hence he has reproduced the 
beginning of the story only. 
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we can discern a tradition which said simply that when Herod 
heard Jesus mentioned he asked who this new prophet was 
who had emerged after John the Baptist had been beheaded? 

The absence of a complement to the word jjKovaev in 
Mark vi. 14, and the vagueness of the words with which 
Matthew (xiv. 1) and Luke (ix. 7) have tried to fill in, or, 
to be more accurate, to conceal this gap, show that the 
incident is not organically connected with that which pre¬ 
cedes it. Nor is it any more closely connected with that 
which follows. In Mark and in Matthew it is the retrospective 
account of the death of John the Baptist, 1 which thus con¬ 
stitutes a parenthesis, then comes the mention of the return 
of the disciples (vi. 30), which is in organic connexion with 
the account of their mission (vi. 6-13). In the Gospels in their 
present form, the two sections which relate the perplexity of 
Herod about the reports concerning Jesus, and the death of 
John the Baptist, are really in the margin. 2 3 

In Mark and in Matthew the account of the perplexity of 
Herod leads to nothing. It is only said that the Tetrarch thinks 
that Jesus is John the Baptist risen from the dead, but nothing 
indicates any possible or actual results to which this opinion 
might lead. In Luke (ix. 9) the story has a conclusion: Herod 
tries to see Jesus. Martin Dibelius 3 sees in this desire of Herod 
a direct menace to Jesus. If the Tetrarch wants to see him, 
it cannot be out of mere curiosity, it must mean that he has 
made up his mind that he will make it impossible for him 
to continue his activity. Dibelius is certainly right in thinking 
that in the primitive tradition the episode relating to Herod 
should lead to a positive conclusion, directly connected with 

1 Matthew (xi. 12-13) has tried, but awkwardly enough, to hide the fact. 
He says, like Mark (vi. 29), that the disciples of John came to take away 
his body in order to bury it, and he adds that they then went to Jesus to 
tell him what had happened, and that when he heard of the death of the 
forerunner Jesus went away with his disciples into a desert place. In giving 
this ending to the story of the death of John he had forgotten that this event 
had already taken place some time ago, at the moment when the account 

of it is being given. 

3 In Luke, the episode of the perplexity of Herod is followed by the return 
of the disciples (ix. 10), as it is in Mark by the account of the death of 
John the Baptist. 

3 Martin Dibelius : Urchr. Uberl. iib. Joh. den Tdufer , p. 82. 
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the story of Jesus. But he has not gone far enough, and has 
too easily resigned himself simply to reading this menace 
between the lines of the narrative. 1 He has rightly observed 
that the story of the death of John serves the purpose of con¬ 
cealing the fact that there is no conclusion. It is, however, 
impossible to see for what reason Mark and Matthew would 
have insisted on the omission of anything so vague as Luke’s 
ending to the story; we must conclude, therefore, that, in its 
primitive form, the episode ended differently. In my opinion, 
probably in the original MS. the writer stated not that Herod 
desired to see Jesus, but that he wanted to put him to death. 2 

All these points: the introduction of the theme of the various 
opinions concerning Jesus into the narrative, the omission of 
the conclusion by Mark and Matthew, and its correction by 
Luke, lead in the same direction. Instead of representing 
Herod as a prey to an uneasy curiosity, we see him taking 
a fateful decision, a decision which inevitably must have directly 
influenced the course of events in the life of Jesus. 

In Mark and in Matthew the character of the primitive 
tradition is so largely altered that if we had nothing but their 
text we might at the very most merely suspect that the position 
of this episode was originally different from that which it now 
occupies: on the fringe of the Gospel story; it would, however, 
have been quite impossible to make any conjecture about the 
part which it had really played in the narrative. 

It is now possible to return to a point which has not been 
settled. The original narrative must have reported what Herod 
had heard which decided him to take measures against Jesus. 


1 Martin Dibelius: Urchr. Oberl. iib. Joh. den Taufer , p. 83. 

2 This conjecture has been suggested, but not formally proposed, by 
Wellhausen (Mk ., p. 51). Wellhausen has not noticed that the text of 
Luke cannot here be understood as the resultant of a correction of that 
of Mark; he thinks that Luke was quite right to omit the account of the 
death of John the Baptist and to give the conclusion, “and he wished to 
see him,” to the Herod episode; he considers that in this Luke shows that 
the reflections of the Tetrarch contained something menacing to Jesus. 
He adds: “It would be more accurate to say: ‘He sought to have him 
killed.’ ” The criticism that Spitta (Streitfragen der Geschichte Jesu , Gottingen 
!9°7, pp. 94 ff.) has made of the interpretation of Wellhausen does not 
seem justifiable. 
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The evangelists have omitted this point, but the resultant text 
still bears traces of the adaptation it has undergone, in the 
artificial confused character of the Marcan narrative, and the 
vagueness of Matthew and Luke. Since the narrative con¬ 
cerning Herod is traditional, and, in its primitive form, must 
have formed an integral part of the Gospel narrative, it is 
probable that the modification which the beginning of the 
story has undergone was intended to sever the connexion 
between it and its context, that is, very probably, with the 
story of the mission of the disciples. 1 

The instructions which accompany it cannot have been created 
by tradition, for the following reasons: they imply a message 
which is limited to the preaching of repentance and the 
announcement of the imminent manifestation of the Kingdom 
of God and the Messiah; they do not proclaim that his coming 
must be preceded by a crisis; they do not link the idea of 
the fulfilment of the Kingdom with the Person of Jesus; finally, 
they apply to a mission which is strictly limited to the towns 
of Israel. 

By placing the sending out of the disciples after the defeat 
of Jesus at Nazareth, and by assuming that Jesus remained 
inactive while his messengers were away on their preaching 
tour, Mark seems to suggest that Jesus sent his disciples on 
a mission in order to prepare them for their future task, but 
that, although not exactly discouraged, he himself was under 
the conviction that his own work of preaching would be 
unsuccessful, and that only by his death on the Cross would 
the task which God had given him to do be accomplished. 
In reality, however, it was a feeling of optimism which deter¬ 
mined Jesus to associate his disciples with him in the work 

1 This is the incident which precedes our section in Mark and Luke. 
In Matthew the story of Herod follows the rejection of Jesus at Nazareth. 
Evidently it cannot have been due to the knowledge that Jesus was harshly 
treated at Nazareth that Herod was uneasy. It is possible that Matthew 
placed the mission of the disciples earlier than Mark does, because he 
wished to omit the connexion between the mission of the disciples and the 
decision taken by Herod against Jesus. In any case it is not possible to come 
to any certain conclusion in this matter, for the reasons for which Matthew 
altered the order in which Mark gave the account of the first part of the 
activity of Jesus in Galilee seem to have been rather complicated. 
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of preaching. The time is short, the Messiah is about to appear; 
the matter is urgent. The experience which Jesus had already 
gained would doubtless help him to realize that the message 
of his disciples would not be accepted everywhere. Neverthe¬ 
less, the power which he gave them to cast out demons shows 
that at that moment his sentiments were not at all those of 
a man who feels he has failed; this idea is confirmed by the 
terms in which Mark (vi. 12-13) speaks of the manner in 
which the disciples carried out their task. The same may be 
said, still more definitely, about Luke’s account of the mission 
of the Seventy (or seventy-two) disciples (which is manifestly 
only a doublet of the mission of the Twelve). It is at this moment 
that he places the triumphant exclamation: “I saw Satan as 
lightning fall from heaven!” Obviously, it was the fresh impetus 
given to the new movement by the preaching of the disciples 
of Jesus that attracted Herod’s attention and made him deter¬ 
mined to take measures to thwart it. Although behind the 
account of the mission of the disciples and the incident of 
Herod we may be able to discern an ancient tradition which 
connected these incidents, and thus explained why it was that 
Herod decided to kill Jesus, it does not follow, inevitably, that 
this was what actually took place. All that the tradition knew 
was that it was after the mission of the Twelve that Herod 
definitely ranged himself against Jesus, but the scene in which 
he came to this decision in conversation with his confidential 
companions can only be imaginary. The incident has been 
presented in a condensed and somewhat dramatic form. We 
have mentioned the indications which show that Herod 
had been watching Jesus for some time before making a 
definite decision. Thus Herod did not hear Jesus mentioned 
for the first time at the moment of the mission of the disciples, 
as the tradition followed by the Synoptic Gospels seems to 
have believed, but it was at the time when he saw how the 
movement was spreading, which he was already watching, 
that he made the decision (which till then he had not felt 
it necessary to make) to put Jesus to death. Some Pharisees 
who knew of this project warned Jesus in time, and thus Herod 
was not able to carry out his purpose. 
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X. Conclusion 

We can now gain some idea of the first period of the Galilean 
ministry of Jesus as a whole. Returning from the Jordan with 
the certainty that he had received from God the mission to 
announce to the Jews that God willed, by a free gift of His 
love, to open to repentant men the gates of the coming 
Kingdom, Jesus went forth to proclaim this Kingdom whose 
members would obey God wholly, and would realize the 
divine perfection in their own lives. He did not pose either as 
an enemy or as a reformer of the ancient tradition, but his 
wholly spiritual conception of the Kingdom, the way in which 
he conceived the nature of obedience towards God, led him 
to adopt a free and progressive attitude towards the tradition 
and the Law, an attitude which roused the Pharisees against 
him. At first the latter received him with a certain amount 
of sympathy. So long as he did not offend their theological 
prejudices his activity was not thwarted to any appreciable 
extent. He continued to gather around him a large number 
of listeners who were impressed by the healings which he 
accomplished, in which the crowd was disposed to see the 
foreshadowing of the defeat of Satan and of the establishment 
of the Kingdom of God. 

Herod did not remain indifferent to the popular movement 
which seemed to be forming in the Capernaum district. First 
of all he kept a watch on the movements of Jesus; then, as 
he saw that his influence was growing, he decided to take 
vigorous action, and intended to kill him. 


CHAPTER XIII 


THE CRISIS IN GALILEE 


I. The Record in the Gospels 

Herod’s decision to kill Jesus makes a break in the story of 
the Galilean ministry. From that time forward Jesus was 
obliged to flee from place to place and sometimes to conceal 
himself altogether. This explains the comings and goings which 
Mark reports from vi. 30 onwards. The evangelist does not 
explain them, but the actual situation to which the story 
refers becomes plain when we examine its structure in detail, 
and compare it with the parallel passages in Luke. 

The first fact which strikes us when we read the group of 
stories which extends from the return of the disciples to the 
Messianic confession of Peter, is that in this section we find 
two stories of a miraculous feeding of the multitudes (Mark vi. 
30-44, viii. 1-9). They are so close to one another and reveal 
such typical similarities that it is impossible to regard them as 
two independent stories of the same incident; nor can we 
regard them as distinct though similar incidents. They are 
two variants of the same story; 1 indeed, we may even say 
that Mark has placed two parallel cycles of tradition side by 
side, since there are some very striking analogies in the arrange¬ 
ment of the episodes which follow the two stories of the feeding 
of the multitudes. 2 In the Fourth Gospel the feeding of the 


1 When we compare the two accounts we gain the impression that chapter vi 
is the more recent. It is fuller, and it gives the highest number of figures. 

2 The parallel passages are arranged thus: 


vi. 30-44. The feeding of the 
multitude. 

vi. 45-56. Return to the western 
shore. 


viii. 1-9. The feeding of the 
multitude. 

viii. 10. Return to the western 
shore. 


vii. 1-23. Dispute with the 
Pharisees (washing of hands). 


vii. 24-30. The Canaanitish 
woman. 

vii. 31-37. Cure of a deaf-mute. 


viii. 11-13. Dispute with the 
Pharisees (request for a sign from 
heaven). 

viii. 14-21. Leaven of the 
Pharisees. 

viii. 22-26. Cure of the blind man 
of Bethsaida. 

Continued overleaf 
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five thousand (vi. i—15) is followed, as in Mark, by a return 
of Jesus to the western side of the Lake (vi. 16-21), then by 
a discourse which causes opposition to break out between the 
Jews and himself (vi. 22-66). The fact that the Johannine 
narrative contains some important elements, to which we shall 
have to return presently, which are not found in Mark, pre¬ 
vents us from thinking that here John is directly dependent 
on the Synoptic tradition. 

The three stories of the feeding of the people, of the crossing 
of the Lake, and of the conflict which ensued, must therefore, 
before Mark’s time, have been grouped together in a tradition 
which was very widespread, since we have two forms of the 
story in Mark and a third in John. 

Luke has not preserved any trace of this grouping. Accord-. 
ing to his account, when the disciples returned from their 
missionary tour, Jesus takes them to Bethsaida (ix. 10), where 
they are joined by the crowd. It is there that the feeding of 
the multitudes takes place (ix. 11-17). The account in Luke’s 
Gospel, when it is compared with that of the first feeding of 
the multitudes in Mark, only gives a few variations, which, 
save in one instance, 1 are only of secondary importance. In it 
we find none of the details which belong to the story of the 
second feeding of the multitudes. Thus here Luke is using 
Mark as his source; like him, he groups the series of incidents 


[Footnote continued from previous page 

In Matthew the arrangement is the same, save that instead of the healing 
of the deaf-mute there is a general statement about several healings, and 
the cure of the blind man of Bethsaida is omitted (on the other hand, 
further on, at the arrival at Jericho, where Mark (x. 46-52) places the 
healing of the blind man Bartimaeus, he reports the cure of two blind men 
(xx. 29-34)). The two accounts of Mark (vii. 31-37, and viii. 22-26) are 
fairly circumstantial, in the sense that instead of saying that Jesus healed 
by a word he heals by a gesture, and that instead of being instantaneous 
cures, they are gradual and, we might even say, a little laboured. It is 
doubtless for this reason that Matthew has not reproduced these incidents, 
but has given the numerical equivalent instead. 

1 This concerns the localization of the incident in the region round Beth¬ 
saida (Luke ix. 10). This detail may have been in the primitive tradition 
and have been omitted by Mark because he tells how after the people 
had been fed Jesus and his disciples left for Bethsaida. On this, see 
page 326, n. 4. 
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together: the sending of the disciples out on their mission, 
the perplexity of Herod, the return of the disciples, the depar¬ 
ture of Jesus with them for the eastern shore of the Lake, and 
the feeding of the multitudes. When he reaches this point he 
leaves the thread of Mark’s narrative behind, in order to 
narrate immediately the incident of Peter’s Confession; this 
account differs very slightly from the account given by Mark; 
there are a few insignificant variant readings and the intro¬ 
duction and setting are different (ix. 19 ff.). Has Luke omitted, 
as a whole, the group of stories which in Mark separate the 
first feeding of the crowds from the Confession of Peter? or 
has he been influenced, as Spitta suggests, 1 by a source which 
would establish an organic connexion between the return of 
the disciples and Peter’s Confession? 

He might easily have recognized that the two stories of the 
feeding of the people referred to the same incident; in that 
case the fact that he only reports one version of this incident 
might be assigned to critical reasons. But this theory does not 
take into account the omission of all the stories which follow 
the first feeding of the multitudes. 

In Mark’s account of the feeding of the multitudes the geo¬ 
graphical indications are very obscure. Jesus is rejoined by 
his disciples at a place which must have been on the western 
shore of the Lake, probably at Capernaum or in its neigh¬ 
bourhood; then he goes with them 2 into a desert place, very 
probably in the direction of Bethsaida (vi. 3 1 ) -3 After the 
feeding of the multitudes, instead of letting his disciples have 
a rest as he had intended, Jesus makes them embark in haste, 
and then he sets out with them on a period of wandering 
which was to prove very full of movement and change. This 
leads us to wonder whether after all Jesus had really taken his 
disciples to the eastern side of the Lake for rest at all? Mark 
does not usually give the motives for the changes from place 
to place which Jesus makes. Although in this instance he 
gives the reasons for which Jesus had left Capernaum, reasons 
which, as we have seen, do not correspond with the reality 

1 See pp. 381 ff. 

* In a boat, since the boat is mentioned in iv. 22. Cf. Mark vi. 32. 

3 See p. 326, n. 4. 
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of the situation, we may infer that he did so in order to replace 
something else which was in the source, which he did not 
reproduce because it did not harmonize with his own view 
of the course of events. After the feeding of the people, Jesus 
returns in passing to the plain of Gennesaret 1 (vi. 53—56). 
Then a discussion arises between him and the Pharisees on 
the question of eating with unwashen hands (vii. 1-23). Then 
he goes away secretly into the far north, into the region of 
Tyre. 2 It is at this point that the incident takes place of the 
Canaanitish woman who comes to Jesus and beseeches him to 
heal her daughter. At first he refuses her request because he 
has only been sent to the “lost sheep of the house of Israel,” 
then, yielding to the persistence of the unhappy mother, he 
grants her what she asks (vii. 24-30). This incident shows 
that Jesus did not go into the region round Tyre in order to 
preach the Gospel, but solely in order to get away from 
Galilee. At the end of a certain period of time (to the length 
of which the story gives no clue) Jesus comes back from the 
region of Tyre, through Sidon 3 into Decapolis by the Sea of 
Galilee (vii. 31).4 

Concerning the coming of Jesus into the plain of Gennesaret there is a 
considerable difference between the accounts of Matthew (xiv. 34-36) and 
of Mark (vi. 53-56). Matthew tells how people hastily gathered the sick 
of the district together that Jesus might heal them. This assumes that 
there was something exceptional in his presence in the district. Mark 
(vi. 56 a) adds that wherever Jesus went, into villages or towns or rural 
districts or market-places, the sick were brought to him that he might heal 
them, which suggests that at that moment he was engaged on a missionary 
tour. This note, which betrays by its character (which is quite general) its 
editorial origin, directly contradicts the beginning of the story where it 
is said, as in Matthew, that people were hastily gathering together the 
sick of the district. In verse 56 b, therefore, we have reason to believe that 
there is a secondary addition from the hand of Mark. 

2 Matthew (xv. 21) mentions Tyre and Sidon. We shall have to return 
to this point a little further on. 

3 We follow the text of the MSS. n\ B. D., etc. Others (A. N. X.) read 
“of the country of Tyre and Sidon,” which is evidently a correction. 

4 This note is curious. Sidon is about twenty miles north of Tyre in the 
opposite direction from the road which leads towards the Sea of Galilee. 
Matthew (xv. 29) seems to have noticed this difficulty, for he says that 
Jesus returns to the Sea of Galilee. It is probably owing to the mention 
of Sidon by Mark that this town is mentioned in xv. 21. W'ellhausen 
(Einl. 1 , p. 38) has suggested that in the Aramaic source there was 
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The second incident of the feeding of the multitudes which 
is then described (viii. 1-9*) takes place—we do not know 
where—on the eastern shore of the Lake. After he has sent 
the multitudes away, Jesus enters the boat 1 with his disciples 
and returns to Galilee at a spot which Mark (viii. ro) calls 
Dalmanutha and Matthew (xv. 39) Magadan. 3 There Jesus 
has a brief encounter with the Pharisees to whom he refuses 
to show a sign from heaven (viii. n-12*); then he again 
crosses the Lake (viii. 14-21*) and arrives at Bethsaida, where 
he cures a blind man (viii. 22-26). Thence he goes towards 
the North, in the direction of Caesarea Philippi, and it was 
during this journey that the Confession of Peter took place 
(viii. 27* ff.). 

These perpetual changes of place can only be explained for 
two reasons. Either we have before us a series of independent 
incidents which Mark has placed side by side for editorial 
reasons, without taking into account the geographical con¬ 
fusion to which this might lead, or Mark (or the tradition 
which he follows) has preserved the recollection of the comings 
and goings of Jesus, but was ignorant of or did not mention 
the circumstances which would explain them. 

The second hypothesis seems the more convincing of the 
two. In the only incidents which are said to have taken place 
on the western side of the Lake, Jesus is represented as one 

which was translated by did. Uiddtvog (by way of Sidon), when it should 
have been translated by Bi'iaoaidav (at Bessaida). This form, which Well- 
hausen regards as primitive, is found in Mark vi. 45, in MS. D. This 
hypothesis, which is quite attractive in itself, and which would have the 
additional advantage of making the first cycle of the feeding of the people 
occur at the same place as the second, breaks down at one point, the 
difficulty, namely, that Bethsaida is not a city of the Decapolis. Whatever 
we may think about this detail, the story itself places Jesus on the eastern 
shore of the Lake of Gennesaret. 

1 The mention of the boat, at a place where Jesus arrives, coming from 
Tyre, shows the artificial character of the link by which the two stories of 
the feeding of the crowds have been attached to one another. 

2 Neither of these two places can be identified. It seems probable that 
Matthew has substituted Magadan, a name which he might know, for 
Dalmanutha, which he did not know. It is possible that the name which 
was originally in the text of Mark or in the source may have been altered 
by the mistake of some scribe in copying the MS. 
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who is making a hurried journey. At Gennesaret the sick 
are brought to him in haste, as if people had a feeling that 
this was an opportunity which might never occur again. The 
second time he passes that way is just after his refusal to give 
the Pharisees the satisfaction of seeing him work a sign from 
heaven; immediately after this he embarked for the other 
side of the Lake; his saying about the “leaven of the Pharisees 
and the Herodians” 1 shows that he is dominated by the 
thought of the dangers which menace him. It is because he 
feels himself a hunted man that Jesus only appears again in 
Galilee as a passer-by and leads a wandering life. This leads 
us to think that Luke, who did not understand the reason for 
all these comings and goings, gave up the attempt to dis¬ 
entangle the geographical confusion of this part of the story, 
and has omitted all that followed the first feeding of the 
multitudes. This has made his narrative very coherent. 

In Mark’s account there is no organic connexion between 
the cycle of the feeding of the multitudes and the conversation 
of Jesus with his disciples on the subject of the various opinions 
abroad among the people concerning the riddle of his per¬ 
sonality. Nor is there any link in the Fourth Gospel, where 
the opposition aroused by the discourse at Capernaum on 
the Bread from heaven leads many of those who have followed 
Jesus up to that time to leave him and “go no more with 
him”; this leads Jesus to ask those who remain whether they 
also wish to go away. Peter then declares, in the name of the 
Twelve: “Lord, to whom shall we go? Thou hast the words 
of eternal life; and we believe and are sure that thou art that 
Christ, the Son of the living God” (John vi. 66-69). This is 
the equivalent of the Messianic Confession of Peter as it is 
reported in the Synoptic Gospels. In John’s account, the 
feeding of the multitudes provokes a crisis, at the close of 
which the Twelve, by the mouth of Peter, declare that they 
wish to remain loyal to Jesus. Has John here used a tradition 
of the real course of events? or is there here only an ingenious 
combination of incidents? It will not be possible to examine 
this question in a useful way until later. 


* See pp. 349 ff. 
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II. The Feeding of the Multitudes 

The episode of Gennesaret (Mark vi. 53-56*) shows that at 
the moment when, after the first feeding of the multitudes, 
Jesus appears in Galilee, his appearance there was regarded 
as quite exceptional and an occasion of which full advantage 
should be taken. The accounts of the feeding of the multitudes 
give the same impression. It is not easy to understand why 
those who wished to hear Jesus made such efforts to rejoin 
him in the neighbourhood of Bethsaida, unless they had the 
feeling that he would not return to them. The crowd therefore 
had understood that Jesus had not gone away simply on a 
preaching tour, as he had often done before, after which he 
would return to them, but that he had gone away for a quite 
different reason. 

There is one statement which appears to belong to the 
same period (in its present position it does not harmonize 
with its context): this is the conclusion to the story of the 
healing of the leper as it is given in the Marcan narrative. 
At the close of this story, it is said that Jesus told the leper 
to speak to no one, but to go and show himself to the priest, 
and thus to accomplish the rites prescribed by the Law of 
Moses for the readmission of lepers into society (i. 44). The 
positive command which accompanies the prohibition of all 
publicity makes it clear that Jesus does not wish him to depart 
from the rules of the Law. In i. 45 Mark says that the leper 
goes away and begins to talk about the matter so much and 
so widely that Jesus can no longer enter publicly into any 
town or village but that he “was without in desert places; 
and they came to him from every quarter. This conclusion 
does not agree with what precedes it. The subject of the 
ritual purification of the leper, to which Jesus wished the 
healed man to submit, seems to have dropped out of the 
story, and the expression “to speak to no one” has come to 
mean something quite different from its original meaning in 
the story itself. It implies that Jesus wanted to keep the healing 
of the man a secret. It is the transposition of an entirely 
different idea, which we find, for instance, in Mark iii. 11-12 
and Luke iv. 41. There it is said that the demons, when they 
saw Jesus, prostrated themselves before him, crying out: “Thou 
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art the Son of God/ 5 but Jesus forbids them to make him 
known (cf. Mark i. 23-24). The evangelist thinks that the 
demons see and know that which is hidden from men. When 
they see Jesus they perceive that he is the Messiah. But Jesus, 
who does not wish to be presented to the masses as the Messiah, 
tells them to hold their peace. Wrede, 1 who believes that 
Jesus did not feel he was the Messiah, regards the theory of 
the Messianic secret as an artifice intended to reconcile the 
Messianic faith of Primitive Christianity with the fact that 
Jesus was not the Messiah. We shall see that there are very 
solid reasons for thinking that, in one sense at least, Jesus did 
believe that he was the Messiah. But, save when he was before 
the Sanhedrin, he never openly proclaimed his Messiahship. 
He only allowed it to be divined by his intimate friends. 
Wrede’s theory, however, contains a great deal of truth, for 
this reserve of Jesus did constitute a problem for the Early 
Church, a problem which she solved by the idea that it was 
only the Resurrection which proclaimed publicly the Messiah¬ 
ship of Jesus. The discreet character of the Messianic affirma¬ 
tions reported in the Gospels may be explained by the fact 
that Jesus possessed the conviction, not that he was actually 
the Messiah, but that he was destined to be manifested as 
Messiah, at the moment of the establishment of the Kingdom 
of God. 2 3 Further, the term “Messiah 55 aroused in the minds 
of the majority of his hearers, and even, doubtless, in the 
minds of his most intimate disciples, a world of ideas and 
feelings which Jesus did not himself share, and which he felt 
he ought to discourage as definitely as possible. This is why 
he was so restrained in his statements about the Messiahship, 
and why he seems to have preferred to use the term “Son of 
Man, 55 which was of more recent origin, at least in Jewish 
circles; this term, which was not burdened with a long history, 
still preserved a certain elasticity. Thus the transference of 
the commandment to keep silence, originally addressed to the 
demons, to the healings, is a secondary phenomenon. 3 In the 

1 Wrede: Messiasge/ieimnis. 

2 Again, he did not have this feeling from the beginning of his ministry. 

3 A typical example of this is furnished by Matt. xii. 15-16, that is, in the 
passage parallel with Mark iii. 11—12, where the sick are mentioned, and 
not the demoniacs, as in Mark. 
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particular instance before us we ought to add that a command 
given by Jesus to keep secret the healing that had just been 
accomplished, would have been in direct opposition to his 
intention (to which this story bears witness), which was this: 
by telling the leper to go and show himself to the priest he 
made it quite clear that he had no intention of rebelling 
against the legal regulations. The conclusion of the episode 
of the healing of the leper is not connected with the narrative; 
further, it does not say merely that the healing which had 
been accomplished is known, but that Jesus can no longer 
show himself in any town, and has to remain in desert places. 
As it is also stated that people come to see him from all quarters, 
this retreat cannot be explained by the fear that his presence 
would provoke a movement which would soon get beyond his 
control. The situation which is here assumed is quite different; 
it is similar to that which lies behind the stories of the feeding 
of the multitudes: Jesus cannot show himself in public any 
longer because if he were to do so Herod’s emissaries would 
immediately arrest him. His influence over the people is still 
strong, since they flock to him, whether he is in desert places 
or even outside Galilean territory. 

At first, the hostility of Herod, far from injuring the influence 
of Jesus over the people, may have even strengthened it. Since 
the development of events had brought Jesus into opposition 
to the semi-pagan Tetrarch, people may have thought that 
this was the sign that Jesus was the One whom God had 
ordained to restore the pure theocracy. They may have hoped 
that he would prove to be a second Maccabaeus, who would 
defeat another Antiochus. 

Thoughts like these may have been seething, in a confused 
way, in the minds of the people, when Jesus fled from Caper¬ 
naum to take refuge in the neighbourhood of Bethsaida. This 
was why they set out to find him. It is impossible to estimate, 
even approximately, the importance of the group which 
gathered there. The records speak of three thousand men or 
of five thousand; one account even adds that these figures do 
not include the women or the children. These variations show 
how easily the numbers may have been exaggerated by 
tradition. 
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The story in the Gospel is too well known to be repeated in 
detail. Having made the people sit down, Jesus takes some 
bread, breaks it, pronounces a blessing upon it, 1 then gives 
it to the disciples to distribute to the crowd. Everyone is 
satisfied, and after the meal several baskets are filled with the 
broken fragments which are left. 

What exactly did take place? Are we to suppose, as a good 
many interpreters have suggested, that Jesus, by distributing 
the few provisions which he possessed, gave such an example 
of faith and confidence that all those who had their food with 
them imitated his example, and shared what they had with 
others who had not thought of bringing food with them? 
This explanation is plausible, but it is a mere hypothesis. In 
any case, the evangelists themselves regard the incident as 
a miracle; and it seems extremely probable that those who 
helped to serve, and those who partook of the meal, and Jesus 
himself, felt the same. But the narrators have not laid a great 
deal of emphasis upon the actual miraculous element. In their 
minds the central point of interest in the story was not the 
multiplication of the food but its distribution. 

The story is repeated twice by Mark and Matthew; it occurs 
also in John; hence in the eyes of the early tradition it was 
of particular importance. The Early Church interpreted it 
in the sense of the Eucharist. 2 This interpretation occurs first 
of all in the Fourth Gospel, as is shown very plainly in the 
discourse on the Bread of Life which Jesus gave on the follow¬ 
ing day (vi. 25-59). This interpretation of the incident is quite 
natural. People would spontaneously link the meal at Bethsaida 
with that which Jesus took with his disciples some hours before 
his arrest. The Last Supper of Jesus—even if it had been no 
more than that—was, through the words which accompanied 
the distribution of the Cup, an evocation and an anticipation 
of the Messianic Feast. The idea of this Feast was so wide¬ 
spread in the Judaism of that day 3 that it is quite natural to 
think that Jesus may have had it in mind when he invited 
the multitude, to whom he had just been speaking about the 
Kingdom of God, to sit down to this meal. To him also the 

1 The one which the Jews pronounced every time they took food. 

2 On this point, see Maurice Goguel: L'tivangile de Marc , Paris, 1909, 

p. 160, n. 1; Eucharistie , p. 285, n. 1. 3 See Eucharistic , pp. 54 ff. 
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distribution of the loaves was a symbol of the Messianic Feast. 
By such a gesture, made at the very moment when Herod’s 
attitude threatens to interrupt his activity, Jesus proclaims 
that he is neither discouraged nor defeated, that his faith in 
the speedy realization of the Kingdom of God is inviolate. 
By the frugal impromptu repast taken together in a desert 
place, he suggests the splendours of the Messianic Feast. His 
thought seems to become more definite. By presiding over the 
meal in the desert, does he not mean that he also will preside 
at the Messianic Feast? 

The purely conjectural element in this interpretation soon 
disappears when we consider what followed the feeding of 
the multitudes. 

As we read the Synoptic narrative we feel that something 
must have happened at this point which Mark has not men¬ 
tioned, and that this unknown element has exercised a direct 
influence on the following course of events. After the feeding 
of the multitudes, according to Mark, Jesus seems to have 
turned away from the masses. Although he may have spent 
some further time in Galilee, under conditions which it is 
impossible to define more closely, most of the time he went 
about alone with his disciples, and spoke to them of the lot 
which would befall the Son of Man, and of the sufferings 
which they themselves would have to undergo. In the mind 
of the evangelists the change was more on the side of the 
disciples than on the side of Jesus. The allusion to the days 
when the bridegroom will no longer be with his friends (Mark ii. 
20) in an incident which the evangelist places at the very 
beginning of the ministry of Jesus, shows that although, 
according to their account, Jesus did not speak of the necessity 
for his death from the outset of his ministry, this was because 
the disciples were not yet prepared to understand what he 
had to tell them. It was not until the moment of the Messianic 
Confession of Peter, when they understood that Jesus was the 
Christ, 1 that he was able to reveal to them the destiny which 
awaited the Son of Man. 

1 Matthew (xvi. 17) brings out the nature of this Confession of Peter as 
a revelation more clearly than Mark by the declaration of Jesus to Peter: 
“Flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which 
is in heaven.” 
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This theory of the Gospel story does not correspond with 
the facts. The disciples were so little ready to receive teaching 
about the sufferings of the Son of Man that, according to 
the evangelists themselves, every time that Jesus spoke to them 
on this subject they did not understand what he meant. They 
were so little prepared for the events of the Passion that 
they were absolutely dumbfounded when their Master was 
arrested. 

Thus the fact that after the Galilean crisis Jesus set his mind 
in a fresh direction cannot be explained by saying that from 
this time forward Jesus had a group of people round him who, 
at least in part, could understand ideas which until that time 
they had been unable to grasp. 

The Marcan narrative also suggests that after the feeding of 
the multitudes, Jesus preached the Gospel to the people less 
regularly than before, although he did not give it up entirely. 
A critical analysis of the narrative suggests that a certain 
number of the scenes in the second part of the Marcan narrative, 
which place Jesus in the presence of the people, may have 
been inserted in the story at this point because, in the sources 
from which they were taken, they were connected with sections 
which reported some private teaching given by Jesus to his 
closest friends among the disciples. 

The Gospel tradition has preserved a somewhat confused 
recollection of a conflict which took place between Jesus and 
the Jews after the feeding of the multitudes. This comes out 
quite plainly in the Johannine narrative, where it is said that 
after the discourse in Capernaum Jesus was abandoned by a 
section of his followers who until then had stood by him 
(vi. 66). We must make a distinction between the fact to 
which the record bears witness and the explanation, given 
by the evangelist, of the fact. According to John, many of the 
disciples of Jesus, after they had heard the discourse on the 
Divine Bread, said: “This is an hard saying: who can bear 
it?” To those to whom this discourse was addressed, however, 
“hard” scarcely seems the right word to use to describe their 
sensations. It seems far more likely that they found the whole 
discourse unintelligible. This disharmony between the fact and 
its explanation leads us to believe that here the evangelist has 
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been tempted to explain, in his own way, a fact which had 
been handed down by tradition. 

In Mark s account, after each incident of the feeding of the 
multitudes, we find an account of a conflict between Jesus 
and the representatives of the Jewish religious tradition. After 
the first of these incidents comes the dispute about the washing 
of hands (vii. 1-23): Mark here introduces the intervention 
of the Pharisees and scribes who had come from Jerusalem, 
as in lii. 22. We ought not to accept, save with the very greatest 
caution, the idea that during the Galilean ministry of Jesus 
the religious authorities at Jerusalem were concerned with 
his doings in the North, or that they would have sent a dele¬ 
gation of Pharisees and Scribes to investigate his activity and 
discuss certain questions with him. This, however, gives still 
more point to the detail recorded by the evangelists. It shows 
that in their opinion this was not one of those occasional 
controversies which arose constantly between rabbis of different 
schools of thought. In their minds this was actually a challenge 
thrown down by the Jews to Jesus, and an assertion that the 
difference between them is irreconcilable. Certain differences 
of form and arrangement in the text of Matthew and Mark 
lead us to think that Matthew has not only retouched the 
text of Mark, but that he has also used the source from which 
Mark drew his material. This fact, combined with the character 
of the section, justifies us in seeking for its origin in the Logia. 
The fact that Luke has omitted this fragment is due to the 
fact that he was writing for Gentile-Christian readers, for 
whom the discussion about ceremonial purity would have no 
interest. 

The refusal to give a sign from heaven (Mark viii. 11-13*) 
also comes from the Logia, since this saying also occurs in 
Matthew (xii. 38-39) and in Luke (xi. 29). Mark gives this 
section in a more primitive form than the other evangelists, 
since in his text the refusal of Jesus is more absolute. 1 

Mark may here have followed the tradition of the Logia 
more faithfully than Matthew and Luke, or he may have 
known a more ancient version, but it is also possible that the 
whole section means something other than would appear at 


1 See p. 219. 
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a first reading. This is suggested by a passage in the Jewish 
Antiquities relating to Theudas. 

Josephus says that “While Fadus was Procurator of Judaea, a 
magician named Theudas persuaded a great multitude of people 
to follow him, carrying their goods down to the Jordan, which, 
said he, at his command would divide and allow them to pass over 
dry shod. By these sayings he led many astray. But Fadus did not 
leave them to their folly. He sent out a detachment of cavalry 
against them, who surprised them, killed many, and captured many 
prisoners. As for Theudas, having taken him prisoner, the soldiers 
cut off his head and brought it to Jerusalem” ( A.J ., XX, 5, 1, 

1197 - 99 )- 

The intervention of Fadus shows that Theudas was not a 
magician but an aspirant to the Messiahship. The miracle 
which he had promised to work was doubtless to be the 
proof of his divine mission, and the sign for the opening of a 
campaign against Rome. 

May we not then suppose that the miracle asked from Jesus 1 
may also have been the sign for the rallying of his followers 
and the signal for the beginning of a Messianic revolt? This 
would explain the formal refusal of Jesus, which was un¬ 
accompanied by any explanation or instruction, even for the 
use of the disciples, and that immediately after it had been 
formulated Jesus left the place which he had only just reached, 
as if the fact of having been the object of such a request made 
his activity in Galilee either useless or impossible. 

It is not difficult to discern the thought that Mark wished 
to express by his arrangement of the double cycle of the feeding 
of the multitudes. In his mind, the event that happened in 
the solitary place where Jesus was alone with the multitudes 
constitutes the culminating point in his preaching of the 
Kingdom of God. At this critical moment, when Jesus is 
threatened by Herod, and when the question is whether he 
will yield to the menaces of the Tetrarch and give up his 
work, his gesture is an evocation and anticipation of the 

1 In that case he would not have been asked for this by Pharisees who 
wished to entrap him, but by his own followers, who wanted to see him 
lead them against Herod. The mention of the Pharisees would be determined 
by the meaning given to the episode by the Gospel tradition. 
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Messianic Feast. It is thus a proclamation of the Kingdom of 
God, so living, so direct, and so earnest, that if those who 
heard it remain untouched, this means that the work of Jesus 
cannot be fulfilled by preaching, and he will have to tread 
another road, a road which will lead to Calvary. The fact 
that Mark places an incident which shows Jesus in conflict 
with the Pharisees after each account of the feeding of the 
multitudes shows that he wants to emphasize the failure of the 
Galilean ministry. 

Here, as in the Johannine narrative, we must make a dis¬ 
tinction between the fact which Mark knew by tradition and 
his explanation, an explanation whose artificial character is 
the result of the combination of materials (whose origin was 
different) by which it is expressed. 

In the narrative which follows the first feeding of the multi¬ 
tudes there is a detail which is organically connected with it, 
a detail which needs to be examined very closely. Immediately 
after the people had been fed, Jesus urged his disciples to get 
into the boat and go off before him to Bethsaida where he 
was to rejoin them. He waited behind to send the people 
away, and then he went up into the mountain to pray (Mark vi. 
45-46*). Thus Jesus seems to have been anxious that there 
should be no prolongation of the contact between the people 
and his disciples. It is not forcing the meaning too much to 
suggest that Jesus may have had some difficulty in persuading 
the people to depart, since, once they had gone, he went 
away to renew his strength in solitary prayer. Mark is remark¬ 
ably restrained in all he says about the interior life of Jesus. 
He does not speak of his meditations and reflexions and rarely 
mentions his prayers. The fact is not at all surprising; in the 
mind of the evangelist, it is not possible to regard Jesus as a 
man whose mental evolution can be studied, or whose actions 
can be explained by examining the interior movements of his 
soul. Jesus is the bearer of a divine message, the agent of 
divine action; this message and this action can no more be 
explained than we can explain God Himself. Hence the rare 
occasions on which Mark does mention the prayers of Jesus 
are all the more significant. He does this in three places only. 
The first time is when, after the long day in Capernaum 
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(related in chapter i), Jesus leaves the town very early in 
order to go away and pray in a solitary place. Simon and 
his companions search for him; when they find Jesus they 
tell him that everyone is looking for him. He replies that he 
must go on to the neighbouring towns, and that this is why 
he went forth (i. 35-38). Mark also records the prayer in 
Gethsemane (xiv. 32-42). These two prayers form a kind of 
framework for the whole of the active ministry of Jesus. The 
first prepares Jesus for his work of preaching; in the second 
he is preparing himself for his Passion. Is it audacious to 
suggest that when Mark shows us Jesus in prayer on the night 
after the feeding of the multitudes he wished to make it plain 
that this day had marked a turning-point in his ministry? 
But what had actually happened Mark does not say. 

The information which Mark does not disclose we find in 
John, who expresses himself thus: 

Then those men, when they had seen the miracle which Jesus did, 
said, This is of a truth that prophet which should come into the 
world. 1 When Jesus therefore perceived that they would come and 
take him by force, to make him a king, he departed again into a 
mountain by himself alone. And when even was now come, his 
disciples went down unto the sea, and entered into a ship, and 
went over the sea toward Capernaum (John vi. 14-17). 

After this, as in Mark, Jesus rejoins his disciples by walking 
on the water. Just when they were prepared to receive him 
into the boat they reached the place to which they wished 
to go (vi. 18-21). At this point John’s narrative is rather 
confused; he says that the crowds, having looked for Jesus 
in vain, decide to go to Capernaum by water, some boats 
having just arrived, very opportunely, from Tiberias (vi. 22-24). 
The confusion of the narrative, the improbability of trans¬ 
porting a crowd of five thousand men to Capernaum in a 
few boats, shows that we are here dealing with an editorial 
combination of a rather unfortunate kind. 

Having returned to Capernaum the crowd continues to 
search for Jesus; finally, they find him in the synagogue 2 and 
ask him: “Rabbi, when earnest thou hither?” (vi. 25); Jesus 

1 That is, the Messiah. 

* This detail is not given in vi. 24; it comes from vi. 59. 
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replies with a long discourse on the Bread of Life (vi. 25-59). 
This discourse reflects the theology of a much later period; 
it is most important for an analysis of Johannine thought, but 
it does not help us to understand the thought of Jesus. All 
we can learn from it is the way in which the evangelist inter¬ 
preted the feeding of the multitudes. At first Jesus reproaches 
his hearers for seeking him merely because they have seen a 
miracle, and have been satisfied by the loaves with which he 
has fed them. He urges them to seek rather for the food which 
abides unto life eternal, which the Son of Man will give them 
(vi. 26-27). answer to a question, he says that to work 

the works of God is to believe on Him who sent him (vi. 28-29). 
Then they ask for a “sign, 55 that is, a miracle which would 
support this faith which he demands: “What sign showest 
thou then? . . . Our fathers did eat manna in the desert 55 
(vi. 30-31). This request, when Jesus had actually just worked 
a miracle which had filled the people with enthusiasm, and 
also a miracle which is exactly like the one which they suggest 
as an example, shows that in writing out the discourse at 
Capernaum the evangelist has- lost sight of the circumstances, 
which, according to his story, were the occasion of this dis¬ 
course. All the rest of the discourse may be summed up in 
this formula, which Jesus uses after the Jews have declared 
that his words are too hard for them, and that they cannot 
bear them: “It is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh profiteth 
nothing. 55 This means that the distribution of the loaves to 
the multitudes is the symbol of the gift which by his death 
Jesus will make of himself to his own, and through which they 
will have life. The Jews, who have been merely impressed by 
the miracle and want to see others like it, have not understood 
the true meaning of the feeding of the multitudes. In this act, 
which was intended to show them the doctrine of the gift of 
his life, they have merely seen something marvellous. To John 
the feeding of the multitudes is the occasion which brings to 
light a latent misunderstanding between Jesus and the people, 
and shows that the Jews were incapable of understanding the 
gift of life through Christ. 

This is a theological explanation, but it points to a fact 
which was supported by tradition. Alongside of this explana¬ 
tion we find another, or at least an attempt at another. The 
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way in which, after the feeding of the people, Jesus evades 
a Messianic demonstration on the part of the crowd explains 
the cooling of the popular enthusiasm quite differently from 
the discourse in Capernaum; it also explains the fact that 
Jesus was deserted by those who had seemed disposed to 
follow him if he would have consented to be their leader. 
The evangelist shows that he has not understood that the 
disappointment of the people explains the rejection of Jesus, 
since by giving the discourse at Capernaum he has suggested 
a quite different reason for the defection of the people. What 
is said of the attitude of the people after Jesus went away 
from them has been altered and explained in such a way that 
the text has become almost unintelligible, so that it now 
conveys only a general sense of its meaning. This is what 
usually happens when an editor uses a tradition which he 
does not understand or in which he thinks or wishes to find 
something other than what it says. This also explains why the 
conclusion of the story has disappeared. The crowd always 
returns to Capernaum to look for Jesus (vi. 29). The fact that 
Jesus had evaded a Messianic ovation on the previous evening 
would not have been sufficient to cause the popular enthusiasm 
to cool down. In this narrative, however, all traces of popular 
enthusiasm have disappeared, and at Capernaum Jesus is faced 
by an audience of people who want to see him work marvels, 
but who are quite persuaded that in the religion handed down 
to them by their fathers they possess the truth, and nothing 
but the truth. Thus the fragment which speaks of the intention 
of the people to take Jesus by force and make him a king 
cannot have been invented by the evangelist. 

There is no trace in the Synoptic Gospels of this detail which 
is preserved by the Johannine record. It must, however, have 
been present in the source which Mark used, and the reason 
why the second evangelist has not introduced it must be either 
because he did not understand how an enthusiasm which was 
so ardent could have faded so swifdy or, still more probably, 
because, in order to avoid creating difficulties for Christian 
missionaries among loyal Roman subjects, and also because 
he considered that such a thing was impossible, he did not 
wish to say that Jesus, at a certain point in his career, was 
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on the point of being proclaimed King by his followers; that 
is, he wished to avoid representing Jesus as in any way an 
enemy of Rome. It is obvious that there is a gap in the Marcan 
narrative because it does not explain why Jesus is. so anxious 
to separate his disciples from the crowd as quickly as possible. 
The tradition reported by John fills this gap exactly. It is 
because he dreads that the disciples may become infected 
with the enthusiasm of a political Messianism that Jesus makes 
them embark so' hastily. In the second cycle the refusal of 
Jesus to accept the ideas of political Messianism has left a 
trace in the section on the “sign from heaven,” to which Mark 
has given a very different meaning from that which it seems 
to have had originally. 

It is now possible to reconstruct what took place at the moment 
of the feeding of the multitudes. The Galilean masses, which 
until then had been greatly impressed by Jesus and his preach¬ 
ing, and were expecting the imminent advent of the Kingdom 
of God, then began to wonder how Jesus would act now that 
he was in open conflict with Herod. Would he go away and 
give up his preaching? or would he take up the challenge, 
throw himself into the struggle, and gather his followers around 
him in order to lead a campaign against the Tetrarch? The 
teaching Jesus gave to the crowds when they sought him out¬ 
side the borders of Galilee convinced them that he would 
not give up his work. Through all his utterances there rings 
more clearly than ever his certainty of the speedy realization 
of the Kingdom of God. At once the mind of the people turns 
more and more in the direction of the expectation of a 
political movement. In their eyes there are only two possible 
ways out of the situation: either to give up and retire altogether 
from the scene or to fight. The refusal of Jesus to accept the 
title of king, and to use the force supplied by his followers, 
coupled with the supernatural power which God would give 
him to overthrow the Tetrarch, led to the immediate collapse 
of his influence over the masses. At the beginning he was 
regarded as a prophet, circumstances forced him to play the 
part of Messiah. This he refused to do. To the masses of the 
people this was a confession of impotence, and they turned 
their backs upon him in disgust. 
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III. The Conversation at Caesarea Philippi 

At the moment when the Messianic enthusiasm of the masses 
was at its height the primary concern of Jesus had been to 
preserve his disciples from the contagion; hence he must have 
known or believed that they were open to the seductions of 
political Messianism. For them also Herod’s hostility to Jesus 
ushered in a critical period. In which direction would they 
go? Would they be discouraged and return to their boats 
and their nets? or to the office, or to their fields or their 
homes? Or would their aggressive spirit awaken and would 
they attempt to drag Jesus into a Messianic armed revolt? 
Or, finally, were they sufficiently permeated by his spirit 
to follow him along the obscure path which he must now 
follow, when the vision of the realization of the Kingdom of 
God, without becoming less certain, receded and gave way 
to dark views of the future? Jesus had to ask his disciples some 
questions in order to find out where they stood. 

Two independent accounts have been preserved of his con¬ 
versation with them on this subject, one from‘the Synoptic 
Gospels and the Qther from John. The Synoptists certainly 
regarded the conversation at Caesarea Philippi as very impor¬ 
tant. It was directly after it, and in close connexion with it, 
that there appeared the necessity for the sufferings of the 
Son of Man, an idea which was henceforth to dominate the 
Gospel story to the very end. 

The conversation itself (Mark viii. 27-30*) is presented in 
the Synoptic Gospels in the same way. Here is the text of Mark: 

And by the way he asked his disciples, saying unto them, Whom 
do men say that I am? And they answered, John the Baptist: but 
some say Elias, and others, One of the prophets. And he saith unto 
them, But whom say ye that I am? And Peter answereth and saith 
unto him, Thou art the Christ. And he charged them that they 
should tell no man of him. 1 


1 The chief features peculiar to the account in Matthew are the following: 
First of all, Jesus does not ask, “Whom do men say that I am?” but, 
“Whom do men say that I the Son of Man am?” which destroys in advance 
all the interest of Peter’s statement. Then the words which in verse 28 in 
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The narrative which follows is also arranged in the same way 
in the three Synoptic Gospels. After Peter’s Confession comes 
the first announcement of the sufferings (Mark viii. 31-32*) 
which is logically attached to it, for the statement that the 
Son of Man must suffer can only mean something to the 
disciples when they have understood that their master is the 
Messiah, the Son of Man. Luke says nothing of the effect 
produced by the declaration of Jesus. Mark (viii. 32b-33) 
and Matthew (xvi. 22-23) place here a protest of Peter which 
Jesus repels as a suggestion of Satan. The severity of the 
rebuke addressed to the apostle explains why it is omitted in 
the Third Gospel. 

The section which follows (Mark viii. 34-ix. 1*) is directly 
connected with the idea of the sufferings of the Son of Man, 
since it deals with the sufferings which the disciples will have 
to undergo, and the reward which is promised to those who 
sacrifice their lives. 1 Then comes the account of the Trans- 

Mark we have placed within brackets, and which are implied in his narra¬ 
tive, are expressed in Matthew, which makes the passage clearer. To the 
hypotheses reported by Mark, Matthew adds another: some say that 
Jesus is Jeremiah. In the reply of Peter, instead of, “Thou art the Christ,” 
Matthew reads, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the Living God.” Finally, 
the last admonition of Jesus is more precise in Matthew: Jesus does not 
forbid his disciples to mention him, but to “tell no man that he was Jesus 
the Christ.” As a reminder, we should recall the fact that Matthew mentions 
a special declaration to Peter: “Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-Jona: for 
flesh and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is 
in heaven; and I say unto thee that thou art Peter, and upon this rock 
I will build my church . . .” The text of Matthew is certainly secondary to 
that of Mark. There are only three peculiarities in the text of Luke which 
need be mentioned. They make the passage clearer and more precise. 
Instead of “one of the prophets” Luke has: “that one of the old prophets 
was risen again.” Instead of “the Christ” he has “the Christ of God”; 
and in the conclusion Jesus forbids his disciples to tell this to anyone. 
On this last point Luke departs from the text of Mark in the same direction 
as Matthew, but as he does not do it in the same way, and as he and 
Matthew have in common only one word which is also in Mark, there 
must be here two corrections independent of each other. 

1 Logical though the connexion may be, it does not, however, come from 
the source; it has been realized by Mark because, in his account and in 
that of Luke (Matthew omits this detail), the words about the sufferings 
of the disciples are addressed to the multitude as well as to the disciples, 
while the preceding section was placed at a moment when Jesus was alone 
on the road with his disciples. 
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figuration (Mark ix. 2-8*), which to the evangelists is the 
divine confirmation of the Messianic Confession of Peter. 1 
This grouping of incidents shows that, in the view of the 
evangelists, the conversation at Caesarea Philippi marks the 
moment when the Messiahship of Jesus becomes more definite 
and clear to the disciples, making them able to receive fresh 
teaching from the lips of Jesus. 

The linking up of this episode with that which precedes it is 
less clear in Luke; above all, it is rather different from the 
arrangement in Mark and Matthew. 

In Mark, after Jesus has cured a blind man at Bethsaida, 
he turns his steps, with his disciples, towards the villages of 
Caesarea Philippi, that is, doubtless, towards the villages 
situated in the neighbourhood of that town. It is while they 
are on the road that Jesus asks them what the people are 
saying about him (viii. 27). 2 He is seeking a refuge outside 
Galilee, in the territory of the Tetrarch Philip. Nowhere else 
in the Gospels is Caesarea Philippi mentioned, and it is difficult 
to see what interest there could be for Mark to introduce the 
name of this town to which no particular memories are attached. 
From the geographical point of view this incident connects 
very well with that section in the narrative which deals with 
the feeding of the multitudes. The fact that Caesarea Philippi 
is mentioned may, therefore, be regarded as a proof that it 
belongs to the primitive tradition. 

In Luke, the conversation with the disciples follows the 
feeding of the multitudes, and ought to be placed, like it, at 

> For the origin and the real character of this incident, see above, p. 343, 
n. 1. 

a In Matthew it is almost the same, but the expression is simpler. The 
conversation is placed at the moment when Jesus has arrived in the country 
round Caesarea Philippi (xvi. 13). In Matthew the connexion with that 
which precedes it is less satisfactory than in Mark. In xvi. 5 it is said that 
after having refused to give a sign from heaven, Jesus embarks in order to 
cross over the Lake. Between the embarkation and the arrival in the region 
of Caesarea Philippi, which is far from the Lake, something is missing; 
we ought to have been told that Jesus disembarked and then set out for 
Caesarea. This gap may be explained by noting that Matthew has omitted 
the archaic account of the healing of the blind man of Bethsaida because it 
contained features which were too much opposed to his way of conceiving 
the healings of Jesus. 
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Bethsaida. There is no suggestion of Caesarea Philippi. Luke 
says that one day, while Jesus was praying alone, his disciples 
gathered round him, and it was then that he questioned them 
(ix. 22). Spitta 1 argues, with much ingenuity, that Luke has 
here reproduced, with more exactitude than Mark, the funda¬ 
mental common source of the Synoptic Gospels {Grundschrift ), 
and that if Mark has substituted Caesarea Philippi for Beth¬ 
saida, this is because, having added the secondary account of 
the healing of the blind man, in which it is said that Jesus 
was “going out of the village,” he had to give the incident 
which followed a local habitation and a name in a different 
district. Spitta thinks that the account of the feeding of the 
multitudes was not included in the Grundschrift . In ix. 10 it is 
said that Jesus “went aside privately (that is, far from Galilee) 
into a desert place belonging to the city called Bethsaida”; 
now, Spitta thinks that it is as impossible to localize the 
feeding of the multitudes in a town as to take “at Bethsaida” 
to mean “in the neighbourhood of Bethsaida.” In order to 
express this idea Luke had at his disposal the usual expression 
in the Gospels: et? rd /xepr/ Br)9acu8 a, “in the region of Beth¬ 
saida.” 2 In his opinion, in the Grundschrift , Peter’s Confession 
was directly connected with the journey of Jesus to the eastern 
shore of the Lake, after the return of the disciples, at the 
moment when Herod had just declared his hostility towards 
Jesus. This leads Spitta to interpret this incident in a manner 
which differs greatly from the usual point of view. His sugges¬ 
tion is this: Jesus, rendered uneasy by the threats of the 
Tetrarch, is anxious to know what the people are saying about 
him. He asks his disciples what they have heard in their 
wanderings amongst the villages of Galilee; then he asks them 
what they themselves have said about him, and urges them 

x Spitta: Das Gesprdch Jesu mitseinen Jiingern in Bethsaida , in Streitfragen der 
Geschichte Jesu, pp. 85-143. Die synoptische Grundschrift in ihrer Ueberlieferung 
durch das Lukasevangelium, Liepzig, 1912, pp. 214-228. 

2 In order to buttress his point of view, Spitta asserts that it is that of 
numerous scribes, who, instead of the most certain reading, in a town 
named Bethsaida,” have placed something else, as, for example, “at the 
gate of a town called Bethsaida” (sy 8 .). “In a desert place” (X. 69, etc.), 
“in the desert place of a town called Bethsaida” (A. C. D.), ‘ in a desert 
place which is Bethsaida (lat.), “in a village called Bethsaida, in a desert 
place” (©.). 
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henceforth to tell no one that he is the Messiah. The silence 
which he imposes on them thus becomes a measure of pre¬ 
caution. If Herod came to hear that Jesus called himself the 
Messiah, and was represented as such by his disciples, his 
enmity would only be increased. 

There are some conclusive objections to Spitta’s reconstruc¬ 
tion of the Grundschrift. If Luke had known of the existence of 
a connexion between the menace of the attitude of Herod 
towards Jesus and the questions he was asking his disciples 
about what people were saying about him and about what 
they themselves had said in their preaching, it is difficult to 
understand why he should have interposed the feeding of the 
multitudes between the two sections, or why he should have 
given such an insignificant ending to the section on Herod, by 
saying simply that the Tetrarch wanted to see Jesus. This 
simple curiosity does not seem to fit well with the idea that, 
after Herod began to notice him, Jesus should have taken the 
precaution to leave Galilee, and have charged his disciples 
to conceal the fact that he is the Christ. Hence we must con¬ 
clude : either Luke knew that the Grundschrift (in the sense in 
which it is reconstituted by Spitta) was right in establishing 
an organic relation between the episode of Herod and the 
conversation of Jesus with his disciples, and if this is right we 
cannot understand why he has weakened the ending of the 
Herod episode as he has done, or he did not know it; and 
then we do not understand why he has only added to the 
content of the Grundschrift the first feeding of the multitudes, 
and not all the other sections which follow it in Mark. 

Spitta is right in thinking that the feeding of the multitudes 
cannot be localized at Bethsaida, but the text of Luke does 
not say this. It says that Jesus comes to Bethsaida, that the 
crowds follow him, and that after he had welcomed them he 
spoke to them of the Kingdom of God, and that after he had 
healed some sick folk he fed the multitudes who had followed 
him; there is nothing to indicate that Jesus stayed at Bethsaida 
from the moment he reached it until he fed the hungry people. 
Even if Jesus had been rejoined, by the crowds at Bethsaida 
he would have had to take them aside in order to be able^to 
speak to them privately, which he could not do in a pagan 
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city. This is so obvious that it would be useless to say so 
explicitly, especially as the evangelists took no trouble to place 
the incidents which they narrated in their right setting. If the 
account of the feeding of the multitudes is not a section foreign 
to the Grundschrift , and even if we admit, contrary to our 
previous conclusions, that Luke has preserved the primitive 
arrangement of the source in not bringing Jesus back into 
Galilee after the feeding of the people, the link which Spitta 
has thought he could perceive between the return of the 
disciples and the question which Jesus addressed to them 
becomes so slight that it practically disappears. If Jesus had 
been dominated by the preoccupation which Spitta suggests, 
how is it that while they were crossing the Lake, or before 
the arrival of the crowd, Jesus did not make an opportunity 
to sound them on this subject? Further, what we know of the 
first preaching of Jesus, and of the instructions he gave his 
disciples, does not allow us to believe that they could have 
had the idea of presenting their master as the Messiah. 

The introduction to the account of this conversation is as 
unnatural in Luke as it is natural in Mark and in Matthew. 
At a moment when Jesus is alone in prayer his disciples gather 
round him (ix. 18). This would seem to suggest that the 
disciples were about to ask Jesus a question and make some 
request of him. On the contrary, it is he who questions them. 
Thus evidently this introduction is purely editorial. Further, 
Luke has not composed it entirely himself, and this is why 
it does not blend very well with the narrative. He has repro¬ 
duced material which, in the source which he was using, 
belonged to another section. Here it is, in xi. 1-2 : 

And it came to pass that, as he was praying in a certain place, 
when he ceased, one of his disciples said unto him, Lord, teach us 
to pray, as John also taught his disciples. And he said unto them, 
When ye pray, say, Father . . , x 

This introduction to the teaching of the Lord’s Prayer is as 
suitable as it is unsuitable as an introduction to the conver- 

1 The care which has been taken by tradition to avoid anything which 
would make Jesus look like a disciple of John the Baptist, and to declare his 
complete independence, guarantees the historicity of an incident in which 
Jesus is represented as consciously imitating an example given by John. 
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sation with the disciples. Thus we must reject the theory of 
Spitta, and admit that, in the source which Mark followed, 
the conversation at Caesarea Philippi followed the cycle of the 
feeding of the multitudes, and that Luke, who does not give 
this group of incidents, has been obliged to invent an artificial 
introduction to the account of Peter’s Confession. 

Although the preceding observations make it seem probable 
that in the source which Mark followed the conversation at 
Caesarea Philippi was placed after the cycle of the feeding 
of the multitudes, and even that this interview may be placed 
in the period which followed immediately that of the feeding 
of the multitudes, still this does not prove that there is an 
organic connexion between the two incidents. In the Johannine 
record this connexion comes out quite clearly. After Jesus had 
uttered in the synagogue at Capernaum the discourse which 
had offended the Jews, the evangelist says: 

From that time many of his disciples went back, and walked no 
more with him. Then said Jesus unto the Twelve, will ye also go 
away? Then Simon Peter answered him, Lord, to whom shall we 
go? Thou hast the words of eternal life. And we believe and 
are sure that Thou art that Christ, the Holy One of God 
(vi. 66-69).’ 

There is a direct connexion between this passage and the 
Synoptic narrative. Even when we allow for such Johannine 
expressions as “words of eternal life” or “we have believed 
and are sure,” it is impossible to admit that the Johannine 
passage is derived from the Synoptic narrative. It is impossible 
to understand why the Fourth Gospel should not have repro¬ 
duced the term “Christ,” which it found in its source, in such 
a way that the Christological statement of its text would 
remain rather nearer to the Synoptic Gospels, nor why it 

Instead of the Holy One of God,” which is the best attested reading 
(N. B. C*. D. L.), the received text has: “the Christ, the Son of God” 
T. A. A., etc.); sy’., vg., arm., eth., etc. Tertullian confirms the reading 

Christ ; b and sy c have The Son of God.” All the secondary readings 
may be explained by the desire to bring the passage in John into agreement 
with the statement of Peter in the Synoptic Gospels, as well as with the 
usual formulas of the Christian faith. 
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should have sacrificed the antithesis between the faith of the 
Twelve and the opinions which were current among the people 
on the subject of Jesus, and should have reduced it to a simple 
opposition between those who remained faithful to Jesus and 
those who deserted him. Thus in John vi. 66-69 we have a 
tradition which is independent of the Synoptic record of 
Peter’s Confession, but is parallel to it and refers to the same 
incident. Thus the declaration which the apostle makes in the 
name of the Twelve, while it appears to be a statement of 
belief in Jesus, is really and mainly a declaration of personal 
attachment and loyalty. So at the very moment when Jesus 
is being pursued by Herod, and deserted by many of his 
disciples, Peter proclaims the undying attachment and loyalty 
of the Twelve. Thus the result of the Galilean crisis was that 
Jfesus was left with a very small group of loyal and faithful 
disciples. 

IV. The Influence of the Galilean Crisis on the 
Thought of Jesus 

The declaration of Peter permits us to assume that a process 
of evolution has taken place in the thought of Jesus since the 
moment when he sent his disciples out on their first missionary 
journey. He now asks for attachment to his person, and not 
only for the acceptance of his message. 

A message like that of Jesus could not have an effect on the 
souls of the hearers save in so far as the personality of the 
preacher inspired confidence. The more such a message pene¬ 
trates into the hearts of those who hear, the greater is the 
influence of the messenger. From the very beginning of his 
ministry people were forced to regard Jesus in one of two 
ways. He might be regarded as a dreamer, a visionary, or an 
impostor, whose word commanded no respect, or, if people 
recognized in his word a divine message, they would have to 
admit that he was a messenger of God, at the very least a 
prophet. Those who gathered round him must have become 
quite as attached to his person as to his message. Then when 
Jesus called certain men to follow him, with the idea that he 
would make them co-workers in his cause and preachers of 
the Gospel, the impossibility of distinguishing clearly between 
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attachment to his message and attachment to his person was 
merely increased. As time went on circumstances strengthened 
the link between Jesus and the Gospel. When he became the 
object of the opposition of the Pharisees, to accept or to refuse 
his message meant deciding for or against him, and when 
Herod wished to kill him this necessity became still more 
evident. Thus it was no longer a question of taking a side in 
a theological controversy but of throwing oneself wholly on 
the side of Jesus or of denying him. Hence from that moment 
Jesus laid great emphasis on the importance of confessing him 
before men, and the seriousness of denying him (Matt. x. 
3 2 “33 > Luke xii. 8-9; Mark viii. 38*). This also is why he 
felt that his ministry brought division among the people. 
Luke has preserved this saying: 

I am come to send fire on the earth; and what will I, if it be already 
kindled? But I have a baptism to be baptized with; and how 
am I straitened till it be accomplished! Suppose ye that I am come 
to give peace on the earth? I tell you, Nay, but rather division: 
For from henceforth there shall be five in one house divided, three 
against two, and two against three. The father shall be divided 
against the son, and the son against the father; the mother against 
the daughter, and the daughter against the mother; the mother- 
in-law against her daughter-in-law, and the daughter-in-law against 
her mother-in-law (xii. 49-53). 

Matthew gives the same passage in a rather more condensed 
form: 

Think not that I am come to send peace on the earth: I came not 
to send peace, but a sword. For I am come to set a man at variance 
against his father, and the daughter against her mother, and the 
daughter-in-law against her mother-in-law. And a man’s foes shall 
be those of his own household (x. 34-36). 1 

The phrase about baptism is peculiar to Luke and is suspect, 
especially if it be compared with the expression about baptism 

1 In Luke this declaration occurs in a group of sayings which have no 
obvious connexion with each other. In Matthew they form part of the 
missionary instructions, which, as we know, are considerably more developed 
in the first Gospel than in the others. It may come from the Logia, which 
would doubtless have preserved it as an isolated saying. 
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referring to the Passion in Mark x. 38. It seems to be an 
editorial addition. But verse 49 in Luke: “I am come to send 
fire on the earth . . .” seems to be primitive, for it is necessary 
in order to explain the expression, which sounds a little strange 
at first, about “not peace but a sword” in Matthew. We 
might therefore reconstruct this passage thus, which seems as 
though it may very well be authentic: 

I am come to cast fire upon the earth and much I wish it were 
already alight. Do not think I am come to cast peace on the earth. 
I am come not to cast peace but the sword. . . . 

This saying refers to the situation which arose at the moment 
that the determination of Herod to kill Jesus forced his 
disciples to be opposed if necessary even to the members of 
their own families. 

Jesus said: “He that loveth father or mother more than 
me is not worthy of me: and he that loveth son or daughter 
more than me is not worthy of me” (Matt. x. 37). In speaking 
thus, Jesus was not condemning natural feeling. Could one 
who, in order to express the infinite love of God, could find 
no better image than that of the heavenly Father, have asked 
his disciples to kill their human affections? What Jesus meant 
to say, in a paradoxical form perhaps, 1 was that in the present 
crisis they must be ready to sacrifice all for him, or else they 
must leave him altogether. 

We must therefore conclude that when Jesus required his 
followers to sacrifice everything for his sake, his own sense of 
vocation must have been not merely maintained but deepened 
during this crisis in his life. External circumstances alone do 
not explain how it was that Jesus came to place his own 
person in the very centre of the Gospel, and to declare that 
at his glorious advent the Son of Man would treat people 
according to their attitude towards himself, denying before 

*.Luke (xiv. 26) gives this saying in this form: “If any man come to me, 
and hate not his father, and mother, and wife, and children, and brethren, 
and sisters, yea, and his own life also, he cannot be my disciple.” We 
cannot tell whether he has forced the terms which Jesus used or whether 
he has preserved the paradoxical form which Matthew may have weakened. 
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God those who were ashamed of him, and on the other hand 
confessing those who had confessed him before men (Matt. x. 
32-33*; Mark viii. 38*). The link thus established between 
the Son of Man and Jesus implies, even if it does not directly 
state it, the feeling that Jesus knows that he is the Messiah for 
whom men were waiting. These words seem most relevant if 
we assume that they belong to a moment when Jesus is being 
pursued, and when, as a result, it compromises anyone to 
declare himself on his side; that is, the moment of the Galilean 
crisis. 

A religious feeling (and the Messianic consciousness of Jesus 
is, in the highest degree, a religious feeling) may be encouraged 
or thwarted by circumstances, but in its essence it can only 
be explained by the existence of an interior energy; it issues 
from the deepest and most hidden sources of human personality, 
from those depths of consciousness of which the individual 
himself is often unconscious, in which the personality grows 
and takes shape. Whether such, forces may be explained as 
the phenomena of auto-suggestion, or as the expression of the 
aspirations of the human conscience, or as intuitions which 
lie outside the usual ways of feelitig and thinking, or again, 
as phenomena which can only be explained by that witness 
of the Spirit of God to the spirit of man of which the Epistle 
to the Romans speaks (viii. 16), is not a matter of great 
moment, for this question lies outside the province of the 
historian. We must leave the task of its solution to the psycho¬ 
logists and philosophers, although it is doubtful whether they 
can do this in a purely objective manner. All we can do here 
is to try to understand what took place in the soul of Jesus. 

At the very beginning the Gospel brought with it a discovery 
of a moral order. The Kingdom of God, the condition in 
which the sovereignty of God will be unhindered by any 
obstacle, either in men or in things, is so precious that no one, 
even by the most thorough and logical repentance, could ever 
earn the right of admission. The entrance to the Kingdom 
can only be a gift of the love of this God whom Jesus con¬ 
ceives—without in any way denying or weakening in any 
degree his holiness and righteousness—in such a way that 
his most essential attributes are those of love and mercy. 
Jesus feels that he has been sent to bring the message of divine 
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forgiveness to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. In order 
that men may receive this forgiveness they must repent and 
look for the Kingdom by realizing, henceforth, in their lives 
the divine perfection. At the outset, Jesus evidently thought 
that this liberating message, accompanied as it was by a 
display of saving power (like that of casting out the demons), 
would be welcomed with enthusiasm; the way in which he 
was welcomed at the beginning of his ministry encouraged 
this expectation. But soon difficulties arose, opposition began 
to gather strength, and even among those who had been 
attracted and won by his message he had to admit that the 
spirit of the Kingdom of God was very far from being the 
dominant factor. This experience reinforced and accentuated 
his sense of vocation and led him to think that his vocation 
was unique. As he watched his disciples he had to admit that 
even the best and the most convinced of them was not wholly 
dominated by the desire to obey God. People whose ideals 
are high are sometimes tempted to see reality only in the light 
of these ideals. But it was not so with Jesus. This idealist, who 
conceived human life as a realization of the divine perfection, 
was also a realist. He saw men as they were and judged them 
without leniency. He saw that evil lay not in external circum¬ 
stances, but in the heart of man, whence come all sins and 
evil thoughts (Mark vii. 21-23). Yet in his own heart Jesus 
could find nothing of this kind. In his words there is nothing 
which could possibly be interpreted as a sense of sin or repent¬ 
ance. It is, of course, true that from the historical point of 
view we cannot assert the holiness of Jesus, primarily because 
this would not be a statement of fact but an affirmation of 
principle. Also we must remember that all the documents which 
we possess were compiled by men who believed in the holiness 
of Jesus. It is, however, significant that, although on some 
other points the words of Jesus present certain inconsistencies, 
in none of those which have come down to us can we find 
anything at all which can be construed as an expression of a 
sense of sin or penitence. When we remember that the moral 
consciousness of Jesus was extremely fine and sensitive, this 
statement assumes a very special importance. It is impossible 
that Jesus could not have known of the moral superiority 
which he possessed. This sense of moral purity must have 
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helped him to believe in his unique vocation; and this must 
have led him to feel that he was not merely one of the children 
and messengers of God among many others, but that in a 
more absolute sense he was His Son and His messenger. 
This seems to be the first germ of his Messianic consciousness. 
Although the forms which it adopted and the formulas by 
which it was expressed may have been conditioned and deter¬ 
mined by the ideas and conceptions of the time, it did never¬ 
theless issue from the depths of his soul. 

Although Jesus realized that he was not the only one to will 
the Kingdom of God, he felt that he alone willed it absolutely, 
accepting all the conditions it imposed, and that he alone 
subordinated everything else to it. When circumstances showed 
him that he could not for ever evade his enemies, and that 
the sufferings which formed part of his ministry were perhaps 
only the prelude and presage of sufferings far greater still, 
his faith in himself and his confidence in the fulfilment of the 
Kingdom of God were not diminished. He then realized that 
he could not attain his end as he had still believed he would 
when he sent out his disciples on their first mission, and he 
knew in the depths of his soul that he himself must pass through 
a period of desertion, humiliation, and suffering. Though we 
may have to admit that the triple announcement of the 
suffering, death, and resurrection of the Son of Man, which 
forms the outline of the second section of the Gospel story, 
has a certain theological bias, the declaration of Jesus in 
which, after having spoken of the Day of the Son of Man, 
he says: “But first must he suffer many things, and be rejected 
of this generation 55 (Luke xvii. 25), falls into an entirely different 
category. This saying cannot have been invented by tradition, 
for it does not mention death or resurrection. We do not 
know when it was uttered, but it does not seem probable that 
it could have been pronounced before the Galilean crisis. It 
expresses the result of the meditations of Jesus on the experi¬ 
ence which began at the moment when he was hunted down 
by Herod, and deserted by many of his disciples. To regard 
this statement as something theoretical and purely ideological 
would be a very serious misunderstanding of the nature of 
the thought of Jesus. All that it affirms is that his sufferings 
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will be efficacious. This statement is not an explanation like 
“The Son of Man is not come to be ministered unto, but to 
minister, and to give his life a ransom for many” (Mark x. 45*), 
or the giving of the broken bread as the symbol of the body 
of Jesus (Mark xiv. 22*). We have no right to introduce at 
this point doctrines of redemption which were only developed 
much later, from the point of view of belief in the Resurrection. 
Either we must regard these passages as non-authentic, which 
would be an arbitrary proceeding, or we must regard them 
simply as figures of speech. 

The affirmation of the necessity for the sufferings of the 
Son of Man is a statement of fact and not of principle; this 
is why it is not accompanied by any kind of explanation. At 
the beginning of his ministry Jesus did not think that he 
would have to suffer and die. It was only during the course 
of the last evening, and at Gethsemane, that death, which 
many a time, doubtless, he had looked in the face, appeared 
inevitable. When he met suffering in the course of his life he 
accepted it from the hand of God. He did not believe that 
anything could happen apart from His will. Believing, as he 
did, that the hairs of our heads are all numbered, and that 
not a sparrow can fall to the ground apart from the Will of 
God (Matt. x. 29-30), he was still more sure that if he had to 
suffer, he, the Son of God, it was because God Himself willed 
it so. To him acceptance of suffering was an act of that obedience 
to God which summed up his whole conception of religion. 
At the same time, however, Jesus believed in the absolute 
wisdom of God, and, without knowing how, and even without 
needing to try to imagine it, he had the assurance that his 
sufferings formed part of the plan which God, in his infinite 
wisdom, had designed for the establishment of his Kingdom. 
This is something very different from a doctrine of redemption; 
this is not a theological system but simply a directly religious 
affirmation. Jesus might have evaded persecution and death. 
It would have been enough for him to retire to some remote 
village and keep quiet. This he did not do because he desired 
to remain faithful to his mission and to obey God. 

Thus the sacrifice which Jesus accepted out of fidelity to 
his vocation reinforced the sense of vocation itself. So long as 
he believed that to be Messiah simply meant presiding over 
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the glorious establishment of the Kingdom of God, he did 
not claim the title of Messiah. But from the moment when 
he realized that the Messiah must suffer, be humiliated, and 
rejected, he claimed the title of the Son of Man. The only 
honour he desired was that of being the suffering Messiah. 
Thus in his mind the mystery of the Messiahship and the 
mystery of suffering were indissolubly connected. 

It is not difficult to understand why this was so. At the 
outset, when Jesus did not foresee that a tragic crisis would 
precede the coming of the Kingdom of God, he simply felt 
that he was called to prepare men for its coming; he did not 
realize that he himself was called to work for its coming. 
When obstacles began to block his way and he realized that 
it was part of his mission to be rejected, he did not despair 
of the fulfilment of God’s purpose; he did not think that it 
would be realized in spite of his failure and in spite of his 
rejection, but by his sufferings and by his rejection. This was 
a direct result of his faith in the omnipotence of God. 

Through the idea that his sufferings were necessary for the 
coming of the Kingdom of God, Jesus was led beyond the 
sense of a simple prophetic vocation and to regard himself, 
no longer simply as the herald of the Kingdom of God, but 
as the one who was to realize it himself, who, after having 
been humiliated and rejected, would appear as the glorious 
Son of Man. Thus this Messianic consciousness of Jesus appears 
as the triumph of faith over experience, of the ideal over 
reality; it was a faith which surged, up from the depths of 
his being. This is why, as the human outlook became darker, 
this consciousness increased in force and certainty; this is why 
he declared it publicly and unequivocally before the Sanhedrin 
at the very moment when it was evident that his position 
was desperate. Jesus did not believe that he was the Messiah 
although he had to suffer; he believed that he was the Messiah 
because he had to suffer. This is the great paradox, the great 
originality, of his Gospel. 


V. The Departure for Jerusalem 

The Synoptic Gospels do not give a clear account of the 
conditions under which Jesus left Galilee in order to go to 
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Judaea. This is not due to the fact that the tradition has not 
preserved some clear recollection of this detail. Luke, in the 
central section peculiar to his Gospel, mentions this departure 
several times. But, very early, these memories became, if not 
effaced, at least confused and scattered, under the influence 
of the idea that Jesus went up to Jerusalem in order to accom¬ 
plish the divine plan of his death. Even in Luke’s time there 
was no homogeneous tradition, for the accounts which we 
find in his record of the departure of Jesus for Judaea are 
scattered throughout the narrative, and it is impossible to 
weld them into a coherent unity. 

We must gather up these relics of the ancient tradition 
before we analyse the manner in which the evangelists repre¬ 
sented to themselves the coming of Jesus to Jerusalem. 

In Luke ix. 51-53 we read: 

And it came to pass, when the time was come that he should be 
received up, 1 he steadfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem, and sent 
messengers before his face: and they went, and entered into a 
village of the Samaritans, to make ready for him. And they did 
not receive him, because his face was as though he would go to 
Jerusalem. 

We must make a distinction between the incident itself and 
the way in which it is introduced. The latter is obviously due 
to the work of an editor; it gives a dogmatic reason for the 
journey to Jerusalem. The episode which is narrated implies 
that Jesus was going up to Jerusalem by way of Samaria. 
He is alone with his disciples, and the journey is not in the 
nature of a missionary tour. This aspect is not due to Luke 
himself, who considers—(the incidents which follow show this 2 ) 
—that Jesus had not then given up, even for a time, the work 

* That is to say, the moment when, according to the Divine plan, Jesus 
must die, was approaching. 

3 These are, first of all, the episodes relating to the disciple who wished 
to follow Jesus, but whom he rejected as being incapable of bearing the 
sacrifices which this vocation involves, and also to those whom Jesus called 
but who found excuses for refusing to obey (ix. 57-62). Then follows the 
sending out of the Seventy (x. 1-16). These two sections come from the 
Logia. The first has a pafallel in Matt. viii. 19—22, the second is a doublet 
of the sending of the Twelve. 
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of preaching the Gospel, and was to be accompanied, up to 
the moment of his arrival in Jerusalem, by a crowd of hearers. 
His passage through Samaria does not seem to contradict the 
principle to which Jesus seems to have remained faithful to 
the very end of his ministry—that his message was addressed 
solely to Jews—because he is only passing through the country 
without stopping to work there. Jesus may have done this 
because if he had remained in Peraea he would have been 
exposed to the enmity of Herod. 

Further on (xiii. 31-32) there comes an incident which has 
already been mentioned, 1 that of the Pharisees who counsel 
Jesus to depart because Herod intends to kill him. When he 
received this warning, Jesus was carrying on his ministry in 
Galilee; Luke has forgotten that he has already mentioned 
his departure for Jerusalem, due, as he says, to the fact that 
the time of his death was drawing near. 

Is it perhaps possible that Luke has not quite caught the 
meaning of this incident? It looks rather like it, for he gives 
it in a series of incidents which show Jesus peacefully pursuing 
his ministry in Galilee, without any hint of danger or of the 
need for precaution. It is only in chapter xvii, in the account 
of the healing of the ten lepers (xvii. 11-19), that he seems to 
be once more on the road .towards Jerusalem, but it is not 
certain that at that moment he*had definitely left Galilee; 
he seems to be only on the borders of that province and of 
Samaria, and nearer Galilee than Samaria, since, of the lepers 
who were healed, there were nine Jews and only one Samaritan. 

Luke does not seem to have considered the departure for 
Jerusalem (mentioned at the beginning of the account of the 
healing of the ten lepers) to be very important, since, directly 
afterwards, in xvii. 20 ff., he represents Jesus in conversation 
with the Pharisees. The incident might just as well have taken 
place in Judaea as in Galilee; it would have been impossible 
during the journey through Samaria. 

Finally, at the beginning of the third prophecy of suffering, 
after he has taken up the thread of Mark’s narrative once 
more, Luke reports this word of Jesus to his disciples: “Behold, 
we go up to Jerusalem” (xviii. 31). 

Thus Luke knew some narratives which related either to 
1 See p. 350 ff. 
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the departure from Galilee or to the journey from Galilee 
to Jerusalem, through Samaria, but he has taken no trouble 
to connect them with each other. What he has preserved, 
however, is valuable, because it gives us some idea of the 
state of the early tradition before the Gospels were compiled. 

The section of Mark’s narrative which refers to the period in 
which Jesus left Galilee represents a grouping of incidents 
arranged in accordance with the system in the mind of the 
editor. We have already noted this fact in connexion with 
the way in which (in viii. 34) Jesus addresses the multitude, 
when he is supposed to be alone with his disciples on the road 
to Caesarea Philippi. After speaking to the crowd comes the 
incident of the Transfiguration (ix. 2-8), which, in order to 
be inserted at this point, has been detached from a cycle of 
incidents enclosed within a definite chronological setting. 
Although a return of Jesus into Galilee has not been reported 
since the moment when he was in the region of Caesarea 
Philippi, the healing of the boy who was possessed with an 
unclean spirit (ix. 14-29) is scarcely conceivable save in Galilee, 
at a spot where Jesus was carrying on a settled work. There 
follows a very brief allusion to a journey in Galilee, in the 
course of which Jesus did nQt wish to be recognized (ix. 30). 
What follows does not suggest a wandering ministry; here, 
therefore, this element is not due to the hand of an editor. 
The situation which is implied by this statement is exactly 
that which we found at the close of the cycle ot the feeding 
of the multitudes, at the moment when Jesus was in danger 
owing to Herod’s threats against his life. 

After the second prophecy of suffering, Mark brings Jesus 
back to Capernaum (ix. 33) and reports a series of teachings 
which show that there he exercised a ministry of some duration. 
He tells of his departure, in verse 1 of chapter x, in the 
following terms: 

And he arose from thence, and cometh into the coasts of Judaea 
by the farther side of Jordan and the people resort unto him again; 
and, as he was wont, he taught them again. 

1 We follow the reading of N. C., etc. The received text reads, with A. N. X., 
and the majority of the MSS.: “by the other bank of Jordan,” thus Jesus 
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The contrast is striking between ix. 30, where Jesus is travelling 
about in Galilee, taking care that he should not be recognized, 
and this solemn departure for Judaea escorted by a large 
crowd, among whom there are also some Pharisees, who 
question him on the subject of divorce. As they go along, the 
group, composed of Jesus and his followers, attracts attention. 
Children are brought to him to be blessed (x. 13). A rich 
man comes, and, kneeling down before him, asks what he 
shall do that he may gain eternal life (x. 17). As Jesus enters 
Jericho, a blind man hears that “Jesus of Nazareth is passing 
by” and he begins to cry out: “Son of David! Jesus! have 
mercy upon me!” and Jesus heals him (x. 46-52) ;• finally 
the entry into Jerusalem, amid the shouts of those who accom¬ 
panied him, assumes the character, if not exactly of a triumphal 
entry, at least of a Messianic entry (xi. 1-10); Jesus goes 
into the Temple, and acts with authority by casting out the 
people who sold and bought therein (xi. 15-19). 

In the midst of this narrative comes the third prophecy of 
suffering, with its undertone of disaster. Mark (x. 32) introduces 
it thus: 


And they were in the way going up to Jerusalem ; and Jesus went 
before them: and they were amazed; and as they followed, they 
were afraid. And he took again the twelve, and began to tell them 
what things should happen unto him. 


would have avoided Samaria and have passed by way of Peraea. The 
reading of the received text is a correction of that of N. C., etc., which is 
difficult to understand, since it seems to place Judaea on the left bank of 
the Jordan. Wellhausen (Mk., p. 83) retains the reading of C>. D. G. W. 
A. which have: “the Judaea of the other side of the Jordan,” and 
thinks that this may be a description of the Peraea. But this expression does 
not occur elsewhere. Doubtless the text has been altered. It is probable 
that in a form which we cannot now reconstruct, Peraea was named in 
connexion with the departure of Jesus for Judaea. Jesus must, indeed, 
have reached Jerusalem by way of Peraea, since he passes through Jericho 
and Bethany. 

1 This feature is still more accentuated in the Lucan narrative. Luke 
places the healing of the blind man at the arrival at Jericho, and at the 
moment when Jesus leaves the town he places the story of Zacchaeus, 
who, because he was a short man and the crowd was dense, had to climb 
up into a sycamore-tree in order to see Jesus (xix. 3-4). 
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Here the journey up to Jerusalem is represented as a march 
to execution. 

Thus through the narrative in the Synoptic Gospels we can 
trace three layers of tradition. 

According to the first tradition, in order to escape more 
quickly from Herod, Jesus, in spite of the reserve which he 
exercised towards those who were not Jews, went through 
Samaria. 1 While he thought that it would be sufficient for 
him to leave Galilee for a short time he was able to find a 
refuge in the regions of the North. Then, when he knew that 
his native province was definitely closed to him, he felt that 
he must go to Judaea, in order to preach the Gospel in another 
district. 

Another tradition represents Jesus as leaving Galilee with¬ 
out being forced to do so, simply because he wishes to extend 
his work. 

A third tradition, finally, represents him as going up to 
Jerusalem to die, because it thus became him to fulfil the plan 
of God. Thus he went thither freely of his own accord to meet 
the destiny which he knew in advance would be his lot. 

Alongside of these traditions we must place that which is 
attested by the source followed by John in chapter vii. : 2 
Jesus, who is asked to go up to Jerusalem in order to make 
a Messianic demonstration, refuses, but goes up to Jerusalem 
later, in secret, ov (fravep&s aXXa cos iv Kpvincpy says the text, 
which does not mean concealing himself, since, although he 
left after the pilgrims who were going up to the Feast of 
Tabernacles, the moment he arrived in Jerusalem he began 
to preach in the Temple. 

In the Johannine narrative, the departure for Judaea is 
not connected with the crisis provoked by the feeding of the 
multitudes. Although, according to John (who on this point 

1 There is no irreconcilable difficulty between the passage by Samaria 
mentioned by Luke (ix. 52) and the arrival in Peraea implied by him 
(xviii. 35), as by the two other Synoptists (Mark x. 46*). Jesus, dogged 
by the agents of Herod, may have gone into the Samaritan territory and 
then have passed along the left bank of the Jordan after he had thrown 
his pursuers off the scent. Mark may have omitted the passing through 
Samaria, which gave to the departure of Jesus the air of a flight, and not 
of a proceeding undertaken deliberately, of his own free will. 

* See pp. 233 ff. 
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does not seem to have exactly understood what the source 
has said), the suggestion to go and work miracles at Jerusalem 
was made to Jesus by people who did not believe in his divine 
mission, this could only have taken place at a moment when 
Jesus had achieved a measure of success. Otherwise why should 
he be told that he cannot go on manifesting himself in secret, 
that is, in a remote province, but that he ought to go to 
Jerusalem in order that the disciples who are there may see 
the works which he does? But in the source the account of 
the departure of Jesus for Jerusalem may have been of a quite 
different character. The proposal to go to Jerusalem may 
have been made, not in a spirit of ironic hostility, but with 
the desire to see his work extended, and to summon him to 
a brilliant manifestation at Jerusalem which would efface the 
sense of defeat, or pardal defeat, caused by his experience in 
Galilee. Understood in this sense, the content of the source 
would connect well with the situation created by the feeding 
of the multitudes and the events which followed. The handful 
of disciples which has remained faithful to Jesus has been 
somewhat affected by the events which have taken place. 
Peter and his companions are not beyond being attracted by 
the ideal of a victorious Messianism. Jesus knew this, since, 
at the moment when, after the feeding of the multitudes, the 
popular enthusiasm rose to fever heat, his first care was to 
send them away. Disappointed by the defeat suffered by their 
master, they desired to be reassured and confirmed in the 
confidence which they had in him, by a triumphant manifes¬ 
tation which they could no longer expect in Galilee but which 
they might yet hope to see in Jerusalem. 

The source followed by John expresses definitely the idea 
that although Jesus obeyed, or appeared to obey, the sugges¬ 
tion which had been made to him, the reasons which caused 
him to accept this suggestion were quite different from those 
which had been put forward by the disciples. Jesus went up 
to Jerusalem, not in order to arouse a striking public manifes¬ 
tation, but simply in order to teach. The account in John 
says nothing more than that. In the phrase, “He went up . . . 
not openly, but as it were in secret” (vii. io), we may perhaps 
recognize the relic of a tradition which had already been 
transposed in the source which John used. Originally Jesus 
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may have had to leave secretly for the reasons which forced 
him to go away or conceal himself many a time during the 
last part of his ministry in Galilee when he was being hunted 
down by Herod. 

A comparison of the various data which we have tried to 
discover by the analysis of the Gospel narratives relating to 
the departure of Jesus from Galilee enables us to discover 
the development of tradition on this point. Originally, people 
thought that Jesus had left Galilee owing to the hostility of 
Herod, and because the precautions which he had taken in 
order to be able to carry on his work proved insufficient. 
Soon, however, the Early Church could not be satisfied with 
this manner of presenting events; the Christians felt that 
something as important as going up to Jerusalem could not 
have been imposed upon Jesus by external constraint, and 
they felt uneasy at the suggestion that he had yielded to the 
threats of Herod. So they came to the conclusion that Jesus 
went up to Jerusalem either in order to continue his work 
of preaching in a more important sphere (this is John’s account), 
or, in order to give himself up to a Messianic manifestation, 
to make a triumphal entry into the city, and to be welcomed 
there as the One who “cometh in the Name of the Lord.” 
At the third stage, finally, it seemed that, in going up to 
Jerusalem, Jesus could not have been ignorant of what was 
going to happen there. Thus he left Galilee knowing that he 
would meet the Cross in the Holy City, and in consequence 
that in going up to Judaea he would fulfil the divine purpose. 
The triumphal march was then transformed into a march to 
execution; at the same time, all the details in the story which 
represent him as hoping that his message would win the hearts 
of the people of Jerusalem, or even as fleeing from Herod, 
have not been entirely effaced from the record. 


CHAPTER XIV 


THE JERUSALEM MINISTRY 

As we have seen, 1 Jesus did not enter Jerusalem a few days 
before the Passover but at the Feast of Tabernacles, in the 
month of September or October; he stayed there till the 
Feast of the Dedication, in December. Then he went away 
into retirement in Peraea; at the same time he remained in 
touch with his disciples in Jerusalem; he did not return to the 
capital until a short time before the Passover, “si£ days before,” 
says John (xii. i), that is to say, about the same time as his 
arrival is placed by the Synoptists. 2 

The fact that the Synoptic Gospels have reduced the length 
of Jesus 5 ministry at Jerusalem almost to a miniiflum is due, 
doubtless, to the fact that they have confused the arrival of 
Jesus at Jerusalem with his return to the city. The consequence 
is that they have represented the activity of Jesus at Jerusalem 
as consisting almost entirely of a preparation for his Passion. 

I. The Synoptic Account of the Jerusalem Ministry 

Apart from the division into days, and the incident of the 
barren fig-tree, which are secondary elements, the Marcan 
narrative falls into three parts. Jesus begins his activity at 
Jerusalem by a public demonstration. He makes a solemn 
entry into the city and expels the sellers of merchandise from 
the Temple. These actions provoke the chief priests, the 
scribes, and the elders to make a protest; they ask him by 
what authority he has acted thus? Jesus replies by a question 
which puts his questioners in an embarrassing position 
(Mark xi. 1-33), then comes a series of fragments of a con¬ 
troversial character which explain how the conflict—provoked 

* See Chapter VIII. 

2 According to Mark, the ministry of Jesus lasted three days; according to 
Matthew, two. To this two or three days we must add the day spent at 
Bethany (day of the Anointing). Luke does not give the division into days. 
His narrative, however, leaves the impression of a brief ministry in Jeru¬ 
salem, though less brief than that of Matthew and Mark. 
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by the first acts of Jesus at Jerusalem—immediately becomes 
so acute that the Jewish authorities decide to arrest him 
(xii. 1-47*). 1 2 3 4 Here, as a sort of intermediate incident, stands 
the story of the widow’s mite (xii. 41-44),* given at this point 
because it took place in the Temple. 

The third part of the narrative is very different in character. 
Jesus leaves the Temple; his public activity is over, and he is 
alone with his disciples, to whom he announces the destruction 
of the Temple (xiii. 1-4*), and speaks of the last things. 
The discourse which he pronounces on this subject is known 
by the name of the Synoptic Apocalypse (xiii. 5-37*). 3 

The construction of this narrative is unnatural. The accumu¬ 
lation of fragments of the same type reveals the work of a 
compiler. The discussions, which serve to explain the rapidity 
with which the drama of the Passion developed, do not all 
actually belong to the period in Jerusalem. 4 Among them are 
some which were originally included, not so much in order to 
represent Jesus in conflict with the Jewish authorities, as to 
show that although he had not received the instruction which 
was given to educated rabbis he was able to hold his own in a 

1 Parable of the Husbandmen (xii. 1-12*), questions addressed to Jesus 
on the payment of tribute money (xii. 13-17*), on the resurrection (xii. 
18-27*), o n greatest commandment of all (xii. 28-34*), a question 
put by Jesus himself on the Davidic ancestry of the Messiah (xii. 35-37*), 
warnings against the Pharisees (xii. 38-40*). Matthew adds the parable of 
the Two Sons (xxi. 28—32), and that of the Marriage Feast (xxii. 1— 14), 
which includes, in his Gospel, that of the Husbandmen. He also develops 
further the warnings against the Pharisees (xxiii. 1-36). 

2 It is reproduced by Luke, but not by Matthew. 

3 In the form of a conclusion, Matthew adds here a series of fragments 
which are peculiar to his Gospel, such as the parable of the Ten Virgins 
(xxv. I—13), and that of the Last Judgment (xxv. 31-46), and others 
which have equivalents in Luke but at a different place: words about the 
days of Noah (xxiv. 37-41; cf. Luke xvii. 26-27, 34-35), parables of the 
master of the house who keeps watch (xxiv. 42-44; cf. Luke xii. 39-40), 
of the good and bad servants (xxiv. 45-51; cf. Luke xii. 42-46), of the 
talents (xxv. 14-30; cf. the parable of the pounds in Luke xix. 12-27). 

4 The question of the tribute money, on account of the part which the 
Herodians play in it. Perhaps also the questions of the greatest command¬ 
ment, which Luke, who has an earlier form of the passage, places at a 
different point in the narrative. 
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discussion with the doctors of the Law, and that the most 
difficult questions could not embarrass him. 1 

The Synoptic Gospels represent Jesus in conflict with the 
Pharisees in Jerusalem; this is shown by the kind of teaching 
he gives which is emphasized still more by the use of invective 
directed against the Pharisees. The doublet in Luke, where 
these same invectives already appear in chapter xi, and the 
wider development which Matthew gives to this section, show 
that it comes from the Logia, and that originally it had been 
transmitted without any indication of time or place. Although, 
under these conditions, it is not possible to attach a great deal 
of importance to the words which serve as an introduction 
to this section: “and he said in his teaching” (xii. 38), we may 
note that they do not agree very well with the idea that Jesus 
did not actually teach at Jerusalem, but that he only answered 
questions which were put to him. The little incident of the 
widow’s mite also shows that Jesus wished to teach and preach 
in Jerusalem and not merely to engage in controversy with the 
representatives of traditional Judaism. 

In the last of the three parts which we have been able to 
distinguish in the narrative of the ministry at Jerusalem, the 
Synoptic Apocalypse is certainly non-authentic; it is also very 
awkwardly connected with the prophecy of the destruction of 
the Temple which serves as an introduction to it, since it is 
not a reply to the disciples’ question: “When will this prophecy 
be fulfilled?” but to a quite different question: “What will 
be the signs which will announce the Coming of the Son of 
Man?” 2 

The announcement of the destruction of the Temple is not 
a prophecy ex eventu , since it is described as a destruction by some 
natural catastrophe like an earthquake, whereas in the year 
70 the Temple was burnt. We cannot explain these words 
by supposing that Jesus had foreseen that a desperate conflict 
of a fatal character would break out between Rome and 
Jerusalem, and, knowing that the weight of physical force 
would be on the side of Rome, that the only possible end 
would be the defeat of the Jews, to whom the destruction of 

1 Discussions about the tribute money, the Resurrection, and the greatest 
commandment of all. 

3 See the Appendix to this chapter, pp. 425 ff. 
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their national sanctuary would be both the consequence and 
the symbol of this defeat. Jesus moved in a realm of thought 
which was too remote from political life for us to suppose 
that he would have foreseen all this. Besides, if he had done so, 
would he not have believed that the issue of the struggle 
depended wholly on the will of God? The announcement of 
the destruction of the Temple is not that of a disaster but of a 
chastisement. If the Temple must be destroyed, this is because 
it no longer serves its real purpose. Thus the announcement 
of the destruction of the Temple reveals a very great change in 
the thought of Jesus: his outlook is now quite different from 
that which inspired him when he protested against the pro¬ 
fanation of the Temple courts by the presence of the sellers of 
merchandise. Then Jesus desired to see a reform which would 
restore the Temple to its true purpose; it is evidently because 
this appeal was not regarded that, despairing of his own 
nation, he announces the destruction of the Temple. The 
purification of the sanctuary with which the activity of Jesus 
in Jerusalem opens in the Synoptic narrative, and the announce¬ 
ment of its destruction by which it ends, are the two extremities 
of one line. The narrative does not explain how they are 
linked together, nor how it was that Jesus came to realize 
that the Jewish people would not listen to his appeal. 

Matthew (xxiii. 37-39) and Luke (xiii. 34-35), the former 
at the moment when Jesus leaves the Temple for the last time, 
and the latter at a moment when he had not yet set foot in 
Jerusalem, have preserved this saying of Jesus: 

O Jerusalem, Jerusalem, which killest the prophets, and stonest 
them that are sent unto thee; how often would I have gathered 
thy children together, as a hen doth gather her brood under her 
wings, and ye would not! Behold, your house is left unto you 
desolate: and verily I say unto you, Ye shall not see me until 
the time come when ye shall say, Blessed is he that cometh in the 
name of the Lord. 

These words would be unintelligible if Jesus had not carried 
on a ministry of some length in Jerusalem, or if he had confined 
his efforts to discussion with the religious leaders. This passage 
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alone is sufficient to show the artificial character of the Synoptic 
account of the Jerusalem ministry. 

Further, the narrators seem to have had the feeling, even if 
they have only touched on it very lightly, that Jesus did give 
some regular teaching in Jerusalem. The final statement in 
Luke is couched in the following terms: 

And in the day-time he was teaching in the Temple; and at night 
he went out, and abode in the mount that is called the mount of 
Olives. And all the people came early in the morning to him in 
the Temple, for to hear him (xxi. 37-38). 

This statement comes from a source, for it is not really con¬ 
nected with that which precedes it. The idea that the crowd 
listened gladly to Jesus also occurs in Mark and in Matthew. 
After the account of the Cleansing of the Temple Mark says: 
“And the scribes and chief priests heard it, 1 and sought how 
they might destroy him: for they feared him, because all the 
people were astonished at his doctrine” (xi. 18). 2 3 

The idea that Jesus was so popular with the masses that the 
authorities were obliged to be very careful how they took 
action against him, occurs again in the story of the Passion; 
this explains why Jesus was arrested at night. This idea cannot 
be assigned to the editors, since the assumption underlying 
their narrative is that it was the cries of hatred from the people 
which drew from Pilate the condemnation of Jesus. 3 This 
suggestion comes from a tradition which is too solidly estab¬ 
lished to be eliminated. Further, apart from the idea of a 
ministry of teaching which had made a good deal of impression, 
it would be difficult to understand how it was that Jesus was 

1 The saying: “My house shall be called a house of prayer for all peoples, 
and you have made it a den of thieves.” 

2 Matthew has omitted this saying, which led to the same result as the 
conclusion of the parable of the Vineyard (Mark xii. 12*). Luke has 
developed the remark, which in the second Gospel served as the conclusion 
to the incident of the cleansing of the Temple: “And he taught daily in 
the Temple. But the chief priests and the scribes and the chief of the people 
sought to destroy him. And could not find what they might do: for all 
the people were very attentive to hear him.” 

3 This idea is not contradicted, in the whole story of the Passion, save by 
two small fragments in Luke (xxiii. 27-31, 48), which are awkwardly 
inserted in their context. On this, see further on pp. 470, 532 f. 
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able to find someone in Jerusalem who was ready to lend him 
the upper room for his last evening with his disciples (Mark xiv. 
12 ff.*), or how it was that, at the moment of his arrest, there 
was in the Garden of Gethsemane a young man who did not 
belong to the group of the Twelve, and who was nearly 
arrested at the same time as Jesus (Mark xiv. 51-52); how 
also could the tradition have been formed which we find in 
Luke (xxiii. 27-31, 48), according to which the people as a 
whole regarded the death of Jesus as a great disaster? Finally, 
if the author or the editor of Acts had not known of a tradition 
which reported a period of teaching carried on by Jesus at 
Jerusalem, we cannot explain how he could say that imme¬ 
diately after the death of Jesus his disciples formed a group of 
about one hundred and twenty persons (i. 15). 

The picture of the activity of Jesus at Jerusalem has been 
perverted in the Synoptic narratives, partly under the influence 
of the idea that Jesus only went up to Jerusalem to die and 
partly owing to the confusion by which Mark has reduced the 
length of the stay of Jesus in Jerusalem to a few days; this 
prevented him from conceiving the idea of an actual ministry 
of preaching, and led him to regard the time in Jerusalem 
simply as a period of preparation for the Passion. 

II. The Johannine Narrative of the Jerusalem Ministry 

The point of view regarding the ministry of Jesus in Jerusalem 
to which we are led by the analysis and criticism of the Synoptic 
narrative is confirmed by the data of the source which we 
have been able to discern behind chapter vii and the following 
chapters in the Gospel of John. 1 Here we see that before he 
entered Jerusalem, a few days before the Passover, Jesus had 
spent the closing months of the year 27 in the Holy City; 
even after he had gone away he remained in touch with the 
disciples whom he had gained during his brief ministry. 
According to this source his activity, in Jerusalem had some 
measure of success. Although it roused the hostility of the 
Jewish authorities, it also gained a certain number of disciples, 
and, so far as the masses of the people were concerned, he had 

1 See pp. 233 ff. 
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gained their sympathy to such an extent that the Pharisees 
and the scribes were obliged to take note of it, and this hindered 
them, even though they wished to do so, from taking violent 
measures against him. 

In x. 22 we read: “And it was at Jerusalem, the feast of the 
Dedication, and it was winter. And Jesus walked in the Temple 
in Solomon’s Porch. 55 The detail “at Jerusalem 55 cannot 
come from the evangelist, nor from the source, both of which 
imply that Jesus has been at Jerusalem for three months past. 
Here, then, we are confronted with another tradition. 

Nor can that which follows be assigned to the evangelist. 
The Jews surround Jesus, saying: “How long dost thou make 
us to doubt? If thou be the Christ, tell us plainly! 55 It is 
difficult to understand the point of this question after all the 
explicit Christological statements which have filled the pre¬ 
ceding chapters. We are here confronted by a tradition accord¬ 
ing to which Jesus did not state his Messiahship directly, 
but acted and spoke in such a way that it led his hearers 
to ask themselves whether, after all, he might not be the 
Messiah? 

The following points must also be assigned to the same source 
(or that which we have discovered in chapter vii), the attempt 
to stone Jesus mentioned in x. 31, and the attempt to arrest 
him in x. 39; Jesus escaped both these dangers. Verse 39 in 
particular: “Therefore they sought again to take him, but he 
escaped out of their hand, 55 is necessary, in order to explain 
what is described in x. 40-42: Jesus went away to the other 
side of the Jordan, to the place where John at first used to 
baptize. Many people went out to him and believed in him; 
they said: “John did no miracle: but all things that John 
spake of this man were true 55 (x. 40-42). It is impossible to 
say that this is simply a literary artifice designed to place the 
arrival of Jesus at Jerusalem at the time of the Passover in 
order to be consistent with the Synoptic narrative. Indeed, 
we cannot charge John with the desire to make his narrative 
agree with that of the Synoptic Gospels, since he does not 
mention the public activity of Jesus between his solemn entry 
into the city and his arrest. When Jesus leaves Jerusalem it is 
on account of the hostility of the Jewish authorities, but he 
stays near the city, in contact with his friends within the walls, 
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and he is evidently ready to resume his work there as soon as 
the atmosphere is sufficiently clear. This idea is in flagrant 
contradiction with the conception of the evangelist, according 
to which the life of Jesus follows a plan ordained by God. It is 
equally opposed to the idea of the Synoptic narrative. Thus 
it must come from a source early enough to be free from the 
domination of a theological idea. 


III. The Johannine Narrative of the Last Visit of Jesus 

to Jerusalem 

Although John, like the Synoptists, records that Jesus enters 
Jerusalem a few days before the Passover, he represents the 
situation in a totally different light. According to the Synoptic 
Gospels, Jesus is still unknown when he enters Jerusalem. The 
Cleansing of the Temple, the discussions which he holds with 
the representatives and leaders of traditional Judaism, the 
invective which he hurls at the Pharisees, cause the Jewish 
authorities to determine to take action against him; they 
decide to do this after the public activity of Jesus in Jerusalem 
is over (Mark xiv. 1-2). John also mentions a council (xi. 45-53), 
but, according to his narrative, this takes place before the 
return of Jesus to Jerusalem. 

The Johannine account of the entry of Jesus into Jerusalem 
(xii. 12-19) is more restrained than that of the Synoptic 
Gospels. It is the crowd which, on its own initiative, gives 
Jesus an ovation, and makes him ride upon an ass, without any 
remembrance, at the moment, that in so doing the prophecy 
of Zechariah is being fulfilled. 

When Jesus is thus welcomed to Jerusalem, the Pharisees 
say to one another: “Perceive ye how ye prevail nothing? 
Behold, the world is gone after him! 55 (xii. 19). This does not 
tally with the final decision of the authorities, nor with the 
order which had been issued for his arrest, mentioned in 
xi. 57; rather it implies that until that moment the efforts of 
the authorities had been confined merely to making some 
attempt to counteract the influence of Jesus. The presence of 
this statement in the narrative confirms us in thinking that the 
idea of a fixed decision to kill Jesus does not come from the 
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evangelist himself, but that he has taken it from some original 
source. 

The end of chapter xii is composed of material in which the 
editorial element has a large place. Some passages, however, 
come from earlier traditions. The section xii. 27-30, for 
instance, is certainly a transposition of the episode of Geth- 
semane as it is told in the Synoptic Gospels, adapted, however, 
to the special form of Christology peculiar to the fourth 
evangelist. 

The incident of the Greeks who wished to see Jesus, which 
leads him to make a statement about the imminence and the 
fruitfulness of his death (xii. 20-26), is an expression of John’s 
idea that the Gospel can only be preached outside Palestine 
after the Lord has been glorified. It is, however, possible that 
in order to construct this narrative John may have used a 
fragment of a tradition in which Jesus may have met some of 
the Jews of the Dispersion in Jerusalem. But in any case this 
early tradition is not clear enough to be very positive or to 
justify us in using it. 

Save for the entry into the city, in which it is not Jesus who 
gives it the character of a Messianic demonstration, John 
does not report any public act of Jesus between his return to 
Jerusalem and his death. The incident of the Greeks seems 
even to indicate that in the mind of the evangelist the public 
activity of Jesus was already over. 

The artificial character of this narrative is obvious. There is 
a contradiction between the decision taken by the Pharisees 
to arrest Jesus and the fact that he can stay at Bethany where 
“a great crowd of Jews went to see him” without any attempt 
being made to lay hands on him. It would be no less difficult 
to reconcile what is said about the design of the Jews with the 
entry into Jerusalem and with what is said at the close of 
the narrative about the remarks of the Pharisees, who admit 
that they are powerless to hinder the masses from following 
Jesus. 

These confusing statements may be explained by the fact 
that the Johannine narrative combines the Synoptic tradition 
with another tradition, according to which Jesus was arrested 
the moment he returned to Jerusalem. 
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IV. The Nature of the Jerusalem Ministry of Jesus 

In order to determine the nature of the ministry of Jesus in 
Jerusalem, we are not obliged to solve a problem. Neither the 
Synoptic narrative nor the Johannine narrative can be regarded, 
just as they are, as historical. Seeing that Jesus went twice to 
Jerusalem (during his public life), to which of these visits 
can we assign the solemn entry into the city, the Cleansing 
of the Temple, and the announcement of the future destruction 
of the Temple? Did the Jewish authorities decide to take 
action against Jesus before or after his return to Jerusalem? 
We cannot deal with these questions until we have tried to 
estimate the meaning and the value of the narratives in 
question. 

In the Synoptic Gospels the entry into Jerusalem is the 
crowning event in those elements of the previous narrative 
which present the coming ofjesus into Judaea as the triumphant 
march of an aspirant to the Messiahship. When Jesus, escorted 
by his disciples, arrives in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, at 
a point of which the tradition does not seem to have preserved 
an accurate recollection, 1 he sends two of his disciples into a 
village near at hand—none of the evangelists mention the 
name—telling them to bring an ass to him, and giving them 
the words with which they can tell the owners of the animal 
why they are taking it away, if they are asked. When the 
animal is brought, the disciples throw their garments upon it 
and then Jesus seats himself upon the animal’s back. The 
evangelists seem to have seen a miracle in the fact that every¬ 
thing fell out exactly as Jesus had said it would. Thus in their 

1 The text of Mark is given in two different forms: (a) “When they ap¬ 
proached from Jerusalem and from Bethany towards the Mount of Olives” 
(D. 700. a. b. c. ff. i. k. vg. Or.), (b) “When they approached from Jeru¬ 
salem, from Bethphage, and from Bethany, towards the Mount of 01 ives ,, 
(N. A. B. C. D. 0 . min. sy s . f. 1 . q.). The second reading has the most 
support, but it contains a geographical inconsistency: Bethany is situated 
about 15 stadii, or about 2^ miles from Jerusalem, whereas Bethphage, 
according to the Talmud, was at the gates of the city. Thus text (a) should 
be retained; the addition of the words “from Bethphage” can be explained 
by the influence of the text of Matthew, which only mentions Bethphage, 
and the text of Luke, which mentions Bethphage and Bethany. 
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minds the entry into Jerusalem was the fulfilment of a divine 
plan. Many of the people spread their garments on the ground 
as he passes by, and others strew branches before him which 
they have torn down from the trees by the side of the road. 
Those who go before Jesus and those who follow cry: “Hosanna! 
Blessed be he that cometh in the name of the Lord! Blessed 
be the kingdom of our father David, that cometh in the name 
of the Lord: Hosanna in the highest!” This is a Messianic 
demonstration in which Matthew and Luke make the meaning 
still more clear by the words: “Hosanna to the Son of David !” 
(Matt.), and “Blessed be he that cometh in the name of the 
Lord!” (Luke); these ascriptions bring out the fact that it is 
not only the Messianic kingdom which is being acclaimed, but 
the Messianic King himself (Mark xi. i-io*). 

According to Matthew (xxi. io-i i), the whole city is agitated ; 
people ask: Who is this? And the crowd replies: “This is the 
prophet Jesus, from Galilee.” Luke (xix. 39-40) emphasizes 
the significance of the episode in another way. Some Pharisees 
who are in the crowd say to Jesus: “Master, rebuke thy 
disciples!” Jesus replies: “I tell you that if these should hold 
their peace, the stones would immediately cry out!” As is 
explicitly stated by Matthew (xxi. 4-5), and suggested also by 
John (xii. 14-16), tradition saw in this episode the fulfilment 
of this prophecy of Zechariah ix. 9: 

Behold, thy King cometh unto thee: 

He is just and having salvation: 

Lowly, and riding upon an ass, 

And upon a colt, the foal of an ass . 1 

This correspondence with the prophecy does not prove that 
the narrative was forged, because Jesus may have been inspired 
by the passage in Zechariah to make his Messianic entry into 
Jerusalem in this manner. 

The Synoptic narrative is possibly not absolutely homo¬ 
geneous ; the details concerning the ass may have been added 

1 Matthew has emphasized, in a mechanical and awkward manner, the 
agreement between the prophecy and the event by interpreting literally 
the double expression: “the ass, the foal of that which bears the yoke,” 
which is in the text of Zechariah, by saying that the disciples brought to 
Jesus an ass and her colt and that he rode upon them. 
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later in order to explain—what an earlier form of the narrative 
may have not been concerned about at all—how it was that 
just at the moment when he needed it Jesus was able to procure 
the use of an ass. The contradictions and the vagueness of the 
narratives about the place where Jesus makes the start and 
the absence of any equivalent indication in John are favourable 
to this interpretation. 

The people who acclaim Jesus appear to be those who have 
come up with him from Galilee. This is how Luke understands 
it: he makes the Pharisees say to Jesus: “Master, rebuke thy 
disciples! 55 Matthew has emphasized the significance of the 
incident by saying that when he entered Jerusalem, “all the 
city was moved, saying, ‘Who is this? 5 55 If this had been an 
actual triumphal entry this demonstration would not have been 
without result. Neither the Jewish authorities nor the Roman 
administration could have regarded it with unconcern. In 
point of fact, it did not spur them to take any kind of action; 
Jesus was not immediately arrested, and during his trial, 
neither before the Sanhedrin nor before Pilate was he ever 
charged with pretensions to the kingship manifested by his 
entry into Jerusalem. If the narrative has an historical founda¬ 
tion—and there does not seem to be any conclusive reason for 
doubting it—tradition has greatly accentuated its character; 
the manifestation to which Jesus allowed himself to be sub¬ 
jected must have passed unperceived in the midst of the 
crowd of pilgrims who were going up to Jerusalem. It had 
significance only for the disciples of Jesus; it confirmed them 
in their belief that Jesus was indeed returning to Jerusalem as 
the Messiah, but as a lowly and humble Messiah who laid no 
stress on outward prestige, but who, nevertheless, did not 
despair of making himself known. 

John’s account (xii. 12-19) is simpler than that of the 
Synoptists. Those who demonstrate are not those who had 
accompanied Jesus from Galilee; the initiative of this Messianic 
entry is not attributed to Jesus but to the crowd, which without 
realizing it fulfils a prophecy; this the disciples only discover 
later on. The crowd, which has heard that Jesus meant to 
come in from Bethany, takes palm branches and goes out to 
meet him, crying: “Hosanna! Blessed is the King of Israel 
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that cometh in the name of the Lord!” “And Jesus, when he 
had found a young ass, sat thereon.” The whole crowd pro¬ 
claims that he has raised Lazarus from the dead. The Pharisees, 
as they witness the popularity of Jesus with the masses, state 
that all that they have done to check his influence has been 
entirely ineffective. 

Since the story of Lazarus was not included in the earliest 
form of the Gospel, we must admit an editorial element in 
the explanation of the ovation received by Jesus. The secondary 
character of the allusion made to the Raising of Lazarus comes 
out in the place it occupies, which is right at the end of the 
narrative. It is superfluous, since it gives a double motive for 
the enthusiasm of the people. The reason why the entry into 
Jerusalem is told more briefly by John, and is represented as a 
spontaneous ovation, is because, according to John, Jesus 
did not act publicly at Jerusalem after the moment when he 
had left the city in order to retire into Peraea. 1 

In representing the ovation offered to Jesus as quite spon¬ 
taneous, and by saying that its meaning was only perceived 
later, John seems to have transformed the tradition in order 
to make it agree with his idea that Jesus only returned to 
Jerusalem on the eve of the Passover in order to die and not 
to act. This fact permits him to place the ovation at the 
moment when he returns to the Holy City after his time of 
retirement in Peraea. 2 

In the narratives of Matthew and of Luke the entry into 
Jerusalem serves as a direct introduction to the incident of 
the Cleansing of the Temple. This is not the case in Mark, 
owing to the introduction of the first part of the episode of 
the fig-tree. The narrative, in its present form, is cut short, 

1 This transposition seems difficult to understand on the part of a later 
editor. This is the reason which prevents me from accepting the theory of 
Wellhausen (Das Evangelium Johannis, Berlin, 1908, p. 56) and of Schwartz 
(III, p. 176), who believe that the story of the entry into Jerusalem was 
not found in the original primitive form of the Gospel of John ( Grundschrift ), 
and that in the present state of the Synoptic narrative it is an interpolation. 

2 In support of this conclusion we can take note of the evidence from the 
source used in chapter vii in John. The fact that Jesus refused to come 
and allow himself to be made the hero of a Messianic demonstration in 
Jerusalem would not agree very well with the idea that his entry into the 
city was a public Messianic demonstration. 
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and, as we have said, Jesus enters Jerusalem as the Messiah, 
and visits the Temple like any other pilgrim. In John, the 
Cleansing of the Temple is placed at the very beginning of 
the ministry of Jesus (ii. 13—17) and the entry into Jerusalem 
at the close. The reasons for this dislocation are easy to grasp. 
According to the tradition, Jesus’s action in driving out the 
sellers of animals and the money-changers was an outburst of 
indignation; it would be difficult to understand if Jesus had 
often seen these men carrying on their traffic in the Temple 
courts. The fact that John has not moved the account of the 
entry into Jerusalem to the beginning of the ministry of Jesus, 
at the same time as the Cleansing of the Temple, is due, 
doubtless, to the fact that he thought it impossible that Jesus 
could have been the object of a popular demonstration when 
he had only just arrived in Jerusalem as an unknown stranger; 
he would also be influenced by a very early tradition that the 
Messianio entry of Jesus had taken place a very short time 
before his death, 

Mark (xi. 15-17) and Matthew (xxi. 12-13) give accounts of 
the scene in the Temple which, save for one or two details, 
are practically the same. 

Mark says : “And Jesus went into the Temple, and began to cast out 
them that sold and bought in the Temple, and overthrew the tables 
of the money-changers, and the seats of them that sold doves ; 1 
and would not suffer that any man should carry any vessel through 
the Temple . 2 And he taught, saying unto them, Is it not written, 
My house shall be called of all nations the house of prayer? but ye 
have made it a den of thieves.” 

The arrangement of this narrative is not natural: the gesture 
of Jesus, and the words of comment on it, are separated by the 

1 The money-changers gave the pilgrims Tyrian money in exchange for 
their own coinage, as this was the only kind of money which was permitted 
to be placed in the Temple coffers (Schurer, II, p. 259). 

3 The Sadducees, who were the masters of the Temple, allowed people to 
carry burdens through the Temple courts in order to avoid going a long 
way round. The Pharisees seem to have condemned this habit (see the 
passages cited by Strack-Billerbeck, II, p. 27). This detail does not 
occur in Matthew; he has omitted it, either because he considered that 
it broke up the story too much by separating the gesture of Jesus from the 
comment upon it, or because, not knowing the topography very well, 
he did not understand it. 
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remark that he forbade anyone to pass through the Temple 
carrying burdens. This detail, which is in itself perfectly 
comprehensible, and which betrays the same anxiety as the 
protest against the commerce in the Temple courts, breaks 
the organic connexion of the narrative. If it had been added 
later, it would have been placed either after the comment of 
Jesus or after his gesture of expulsion. The place which it 
occupies shows that the link between the gesture and the 
comment are not primitive; there must have been a tradition 
which told simply how Jesus drove the buyers and sellers out 
of the Temple, and also said that he prevented people from 
using the Temple simply as a right of way. The saying of 
Jesus, preserved at first by itself, may have been added later 
to the account of the action taken by Jesus against the traffic 
in the Temple courts. 1 

Matthew and Luke have connected the elements of the 
narrative better by omitting the remark referring to the use of 
the Temple as a right of way. Matthew has attached the saying 
more closely to the gesture by giving it a simpler introduction: 
“and he said unto them” (xxi. 13). Luke has combined the 
two elements and makes the saying a direct commentary on 
the gesture by condensing the account of the actual “Cleansing” 
itself. “And he began ... to cast out them that sold therein 
and them that bought, saying unto them: It is written ...” 
(xix. 45-46). 

In John’s account (ii. 14-16) the gesture of Jesus is more fully 
described; the saying is shorter: 

And Jesus . . . found in the Temple those that sold oxen and sheep 
and doves, and the changers of money sitting; and when he had 
made a scourge of small cords, he drove them all out of the Temple, 
and the sheep and the oxen; and poured out the changers 5 money, 
and overthrew the tables; and said unto them that sold doves, 
Take these things hence; make not my Father’s house an house of 
merchandise. 


1 This conclusion is confirmed by the fact that the saying is introduced by 
a formula (“and he taught them and said unto them ,, ) ) which fits in better 
with an independent saying than with the explanation of a gesture which 
has just been mentioned. Nor can we see clearly to whom Jesus is supposed 
to be speaking. 
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The central point in the incident, which in the Synoptic 
account oscillates between the gesture and the saying, is here 
concentrated on the gesture. The development of the account 
is, to some extent, artificial. If the detail of the scourge of 
small cords had been in the source Mark would have had no 
reason for omitting it. Thus John has embroidered the primitive 
story by speaking of the oxen and sheep, for, although we know 
that doves could be bought in the Temple, sheep and oxen 
could not be sold there. 1 

At the outset the record must have been a great deal simpler 
than it is now. Originally it would have said that Jesus pro¬ 
tested against the presence of the sellers of merchandise and 
money-changers in the Temple. Quite naturally the saying of 
Jesus was transformed into an incident, and, at a third stage 
of development, the saying and the story to which it had given 
rise were combined. 

If this be the right interpretation, if the only element in the 
story which can be regarded as historical is a saying of Jesus 
protesting against the profanation of the Temple, there is no 
reason why this saying should have been uttered at the very 
end of the ministry of Jesus, and the link which, in the Synoptic 
narrative, is established between the Messianic entry into 
Jerusalem and the condemnation of the trading in the Temple 
seems to be artificial. This conclusion explains why the 
Synoptists and John have been able to place the Cleansing 
of the Temple at two different moments in the ministry of 
Jesus. 

According to John, when Jesus had driven out the sellers and 
buyers the Jews say to him: “What sign shewest thou unto us, 
seeing that thou doest these things?” and Jesus answers: 
“Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up” 
(ii. 18-19). This saying, as we shall see later on, 2 was not 
imagined by the evangelists, but, originally, it meant some¬ 
thing quite different from a veiled prophecy of the Resurrection. 

There is a certain agreement between this request for a 
sign and a dialogue which the Synoptists have placed after 

1 Dalman: I tin ., p. 382. The passages which Strack-Billerbeck (I, 
pp. 851 ff.) quote in order to prove the contrary are far from conclusive. 

2 See pp. 507 ff. 
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the account of the Cleansing of the Temple, without, however, 
connecting it organically with it. The chief priests, the scribes 
and the elders come to Jesus in the Temple and ask him:“By 
whose authority are you acting thus? Who gave you authority 
to do this?” Jesus replies by a question. He will answer them, 
he says, if they will first of all tell him what was the origin of 
the baptism of John. Jesus knows very well that this will place 
them in an awkward position, for they cannot attribute the 
baptism of John to either a divine or a human origin. In the 
first case, Jesus would reproach them with not having listened 
to the preaching of the Baptist, and in the second they would 
anger the masses, who regarded John as a prophet. 

It seems, at first sight, as though the connexion established by 
John between the Cleansing of the Temple and the question 
put to Jesus occurs also in the Synoptic Gospels, although 
veiled in Mark and in Matthew, by being placed between 
the two sections of the return to Bethany and the episode of 
the fig-tree; 1 there is, however, no such connexion. In Mark 
the account of the Cleansing of the Temple has a conclusion: 

And the scribes and the chief priests heard it, 2 3 and sought how 
they might destroy him: for they feared him, because all the people 
was astonished at his doctrine (xi. 18). 

If Mark had known of a discussion about the Cleansing of the 
Temple, it is at this point that he would have reported it. 
Luke says almost the same thing, but he begins with this 
phrase: “He was teaching each day in the Temple. ”3 Thus 
the beginning of the incident is presented also by him under 
conditions which prove that this incident had been transmitted 
to him as an isolated fragment: 

And it came to pass that on one of those days, as he taught the 
people in the Temple, and preached the Gospel, the chief priests 
and the scribes came upon him, with the elders (xx. i). 

1 In Mark only by the second part of the incident of the fig-tree. 

1 The saying of Jesus about the house of prayer being turned into a den 
of thieves. 

3 Luke has added this phrase in order to explain how it was that the people 
were able to admire some of the teaching of Jesus which had not been 
mentioned in Mark. 
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Thus the Cleansing of the Temple and the question addressed 
to Jesus are not organically connected, but are simply placed 
side by side. 

The Synoptic Gospels and the Fourth Gospel do not present 
the reply of Jesus in the same way. If the Synoptic account 
here reproduces the primitive tradition, it is difficult to under¬ 
stand why John, instead of saying that Jesus had refused to 
answer, should have transposed an authentic saying by giving 
it a different meaning from that which it actually possessed. 
Can it be that he is here following an earlier tradition? The 
hypothesis would be presented in the following manner: the 
question addressed to Jesus would have referred to his teaching 
in general and to the mission which he said he had received 
from God. It would have been like that mentioned in John x.22 : 

On the day of the Feast of the Dedication the Jews surrounded Jesus, 
asking him: “How long dost thou make us to doubt? If thou be the 
Christ, tell us plainly.” 

To the question addressed to him concerning the authority 
by which, and in the name of which, he acts, Jesus would have 
replied: “I will destroy the Temple, and I will rebuild it 
again in three days.” The meaning of this reply would have 
been that the course of events, the collapse of Judaism and 
the coming, not merely of a new form of worship, but of the 
Kingdom of God, would be a brilliant manifestation of the 
divine origin and divine character of his mission. Very early 
this saying would have shocked the Christians, who could not 
believe that Jesus could ever have uttered it at all. 1 Under the 
influence of this sentiment, John would have given it a sym¬ 
bolical meaning which destroyed the point of the saying, and 
the Synoptists simply said that Jesus evaded the necessity for 
a reply, thus reducing a dialogue of primary importance to 
the level of a simple controversial discussion in which Jesus 
displays a dialectical skill which is greater than that of his 
opponents. 

If Jesus had announced the destruction of the Temple and 
its reconstruction, that is to say, the destruction of Judaism 
and the coming of a new religious order, would not this saying 
have been, from the point of view of the Jews, a blasphemy? 

1 This will be proved later, pp. 507 ff. 
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Would it not have meant that Jesus would have immediately 
been arrested? The reading of the narratives of Mark and 
Matthew concerning the appearance of Jesus before the 
Sanhedrin gives the impression that the witnesses—or the 
false witnesses—who report the sayings of Jesus concerning 
the destruction of the Temple are making public a statement 
which had been made in private. This last objection has very 
little weight, since Mark and Matthew are convinced that 
this saying has only been attributed to Jesus by false witnesses. 
As for the fact that Jesus was not immediately arrested, this 
can be explained for a reason which is often mentioned in the 
Gospels, and in which it is impossible to see merely a suggestion 
of the later editor, and that is that Jesus was so popular with 
the masses that an attempt to arrest him might have provoked 
such an outburst on the part of the people that the Jewish 
authorities felt they must avoid it at all costs. 

If the entry into Jerusalem was only a Messianic demonstration 
to the disciples of Jesus, if the Cleansing of the Temple was 
simply a protest against the traffic in the Temple, and if the 
question addressed to Jesus about the authority by which 
he acted is independent of the episodes which precede it in 
the Synoptic narrative, the connexion which has been supposed 
to exist between these three incidents exists only in the minds 
of the narrators. This raises the question: at what moment, 
when Jesus was questioned by his enemies, did he utter the 
saying which was to lead to his condemnation? This saying 
amounted to a declaration of war upon Judaism; after he 
had uttered it, it was impossible for Jesus to carry on his public 
ministry in Jerusalem any longer. He may have uttered it at 
the close of his first visit, just before he went to Peraea for 
solitude, or at the moment of his return, and it would then have 
led to his arrest. The analogy between the question put to 
Jesus according to the Synoptic Gospels and that which is 
reported by John x. 22 makes us lean towards the former 
hypothesis. The two questions: “If thou be the Christ, tell us 
plainly!” and “By what authority do you do these things?” 
are only variants of the same question. Jesus is questioned 
about his mission. According to the Synoptic Gospels he 
replies by making an appeal to the revelation which the 
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future will bring. The final drama which is imminent will be 
the proof of his mission. According to John he invokes the 
testimony of his works (x. 25). Here we can perceive a theo¬ 
logical idea of the evangelist who could not invoke the final 
drama since he spiritualizes and in actual fact eliminates the 
eschatology. In reality, Jesus could not give a more direct 
answer, since he did not feel that Tie was the Messiah but 
simply that he ought to be the Messiah in the future. 

We still have to examine the prophecy of the destruction of the 
Temple reported in Mark xiii. 1-2*. We have seen that it 
cannot be considered as a prophecy ex eventu , and that it is 
not the foreshadowing of a disaster but the announcement of a 
chastisement. It expresses the same idea as the saying about 
the destruction of the Temple, with this difference, however, 
that Jesus does not assign to himself any part in the dis¬ 
appearance of the Temple. The attitude which he adopts may 
be compared with that of the peasant who was called Jesus, 
son of Ananias, who, four years before the beginning of the 
war, that is, in 62, while the city was still at peace, appeared 
in the Temple at the Feast of Tabernacles and began to cry 
aloud: “Voice of the East! Voice of the West! Voice of the 
four winds ! Voice against Jerusalem and against the sanctuary! 
Voice against husbands and wives! Voice against all the 
people!” As he repeated his warnings night and day, in the 
end he was taken before the Procurator, who was then a man 
named Albinus. The latter had him cruelly scourged without 
being able to extract from him a tear or a plea for mercy. At 
each blow he repeated: “Woe to Jerusalem!” Albinus, con¬ 
vinced that the man was mad, set him at liberty, and Jesus, 
son of Ananias, again began to pour out his maledictions, and 
from that time forward no one disturbed him. 1 We can see 
from this example that to announce a disaster which would 
come upon Jerusalem was neither a blasphemy nor a crime. 
A person who uttered such a prophecy might be considered 
tiresome. If he were too insistent he might be accused of 
disturbing public order, but even then he would not be treated 
as a blasphemer, but simply handed over to the Roman 
tribunal. 


* Josephus: J.W., VI, 5, 3, 300 ff. 
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The particular point in this saying for which his enemies 
condemned him was his declaration that it was he who 
would destroy the Temple. The parallelism between this 
saying and the prophecy of Mark xiii. 1-2, which might 
very well be simply a modified variant of the declaration of 
Jesus that he would destroy the Temple, is therefore only 
apparent. 

The account of the Jerusalem ministry of Jesus has therefore 
undergone a good deal of alteration in John, because the 
theological ideas of the evangelist replace the teaching given 
by Jesus; in the Synoptic Gospels, because (the perspective 
of the stay of Jesus in the city having been foreshortened and 
the ministry thus reduced to a few days) the sojourn in Jeru¬ 
salem is conceived solely as a period of preparation for the 
Passion. Under these conditions it is not possible to give, 
properly speaking, an account of what took place in Jerusalem. 
All that we can do is to try to outline the main course of events, 
and to estimate their significance and their results. 

When Jesus had been forced to leave Galilee, owing to the 
hostility of Herod, his faith in his mission was undisturbed, 
his certainty of the near fulfilment of the Kingdom of God 
had not been in any way modified, but he had realized that 
the difficulties and obstacles which he would meet would be 
greater than he had at first foreseen. He was forced to admit 
that not only were the political authorities unfriendly, especially 
at such a critical period of change and transition, towards 
those who gained any kind of influence over the masses, but 
on the other hand his experiences connected with the feeding 
of the multitudes had shown him that the masses were still 
strongly attached to the ideals of political Messianism, to the 
hope and expectation of a Jewish kingdom which would be 
achieved by violence and the crushing defeat of the enemies 
of Israel. The new order which they expected, and to which 
they gave the name of the Kingdom of God, was not new, 
save in the sense that it was conceived as a reversal of a 
situation in which the power would pass from the hands of the 
oppressors into those of the oppressed. To the mind of Jesus 
such a Kingdom, even if it had been realized, would still have 
been merely the perpetuation of the old order; he regarded 
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the old order as bad, and he condemned it, because so long 
as it continued to be dominant it meant that the relations of 
men with each other would continue to be dominated by 
violence. Jesus was obliged to admit that among his disciples 
there were few who were really open to the idea of a revolution 
which would change men’s hearts; this, he felt, was the only 
real way of revolution, since the heart is the central point in 
the life of man; if this central kernel, now the source of all 
kinds of sin and impurity, were cleansed and filled with the 
ideal of a perfect obedience to God which would make them 
able to accept every kind of sacrifice, then the Kingdom of God 
would truly come. 

It was certainly with the sense of the difficulties of his task 
and the personal dangers to which he would be exposed that 
Jesus set out for Judaea, escorted by the small group of his 
disciples and a few women. He did not go up to Jerusalem to 
die, but he knew that his own life was the pledge of the group, 
which had enlisted under his leadership, in conditions which, 
if not desperate, were at least very menacing. He had already 
offered his life in advance. He knew that before his glorious 
day of triumph would arrive the Son of Man must suffer 
many things and that he would be rejected by this generation 
(Luke xvii. 25). He anticipated that the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem would remain deaf to his words just as the contem¬ 
poraries of Noah had allowed themselves to be suddenly 
overtaken by the Flood in spite of the warnings of the 
patriarch. 

At Jerusalem, which he reached at the beginning of the 
Feast of Tabernacles, the preaching of Jesus produced effects 
similar to those which it had had in Galilee. The people were 
impressed; they regarded Jesus as a prophet. When he spoke 
in the Temple, the people crowded to hear him. Very soon 
Jesus became popular. But this success was not exactly what 
he desired or sought, for Jerusalem had not been really captured 
by his teaching. He did not feel that he had been able to 
“gather his children as a hen gathereth her chickens under her 
wings.” 

Incomplete though it was, however, the success of Jesus 
aroused the hostility of the traditional representatives of 
Judaism, both that of the Sadducee priests, whom he accused 
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of profaning the Temple whose sanctity they ought to have 
preserved, and that of the doctors of the Law, the Pharisees, 
whom he did not spare in his preaching, denouncing both the 
hypocrisy and inconsistency of their conduct, and that super¬ 
stitious veneration of the letter of the Law and of the tradition 
which made them misunderstand the clearest teaching of the 
Scriptures. 

At the outset, doubtless, the adversaries of Jesus thought 
that they would soon get the better of him, and that they would 
find it easy to worst him completely in argument owing to 
their dialectical skill and the superiority of their theological 
training. Under the pretence of deferring to his authority as 
a teacher inspired by God, they submitted delicate questions 
to him which the rabbis were accustomed to discuss at great 
length. They thought that he would reply in such a way 
that they would be able to confute him by showing that he 
had not foreseen all the possible difficulties which might arise, 
nor make all the distinctions in which the subtlety of the 
rabbis excelled. They thought also that his replies would 
appear rather weak because he would not know how to 
buttress them with opinions drawn from the teaching of 
venerated rabbis. Though Jesus had not been educated by the 
rabbis, he had a sense of spiritual reality, a gift of going straight 
to the heart of a situation, and a natural good sense, which 
enabled him to discern the intentions of his questioners and to 
frustrate their purposes. Among the controversial dialogues 
which tradition has preserved for us there may be some 
unequal elements. If we compare Luke x. 25-28 with Mark xii. 
28-34, we can see that here a wise saying of a scribe has been 
attributed to Jesus, and it is not impossible that this may have 
happened in other instances where the material at our disposal 
does not enable us to discern this. Nevertheless, the fact 
remains that, on the level of dialectical discussion, although 
he used different weapons from those of his enemies, Jesus 
succeeded in frustrating their attempts and in discrediting 
them in the eyes of the people. 

The hostility of the Pharisees and Sadducees to Jesus was 
not due merely to low and interested motives. They did not 
oppose him simply as a rival. The sincerity of their sentiments 
in opposing him ought not to be doubted. What he said about 


THE JERUSALEM MINISTRY 423 

the tradition, for instance, or the way of observing the com¬ 
mandments, seemed to them scandalous, and the way in which 
he spoke of God and invoked His authority in order to justify 
his teaching was in their eyes a blasphemy. If Jesus really 
cast out demons, cured the sick, pardoned sinners, welcomed 
publicans and people of immoral life at Jerusalem as he did 
in Galilee—which in our opinion there is no doubt he did— 
this also must have shocked the Pharisees and the Sadducees, 
and they must have had the feeling that it was their duty to 
oppose him with all their might. This explains why it was that 
Jesus was perpetually being watched, and that when his 
enemies were quite sure that he really was a heretic, they 
resolved to nail him down, and extract from him a statement 
which would show them definitely what position they ought to 
take towards him. This is why they asked him whether he 
were the Messiah, or (this comes to the same thing) by what 
authority he spoke and acted as he did. It was then that Jesus 
is said to have stated that he would destroy the Temple and 
rebuild it in three days, that is, that Judaism had had its day 
and that all that yet remained for it was to wait for the 
judgment of God and the new order which would follow. 
Perhaps Jesus may already have expressed beforehand (by 
the parable of the labourers in the vineyard (Mark xii. 1-12)) 
the idea that Judaism was spiritually hopeless. It is probably 
not a pure chance that in the Synoptic Gospels this parable 
follows immediately after the episode of the question put to 
Jesus. In its present form it is a transparent allegory of the 
death of Jesus, of the preaching of the Gospel to the heathen, 
and of the destruction of Jerusalem. It went through an editor’s 
hands after the year 70, but its basic idea may be due to 
Jesus; the fact that it expresses the same ideas as the saying 
about the destruction of the Temple and its rebuilding is one 
reason for thinking thus. 

Thus the ministry of Jesus in Jerusalem culminated in a 
rupture with Judaism. When this had occurred there was 
nothing for it but to leave the city as speedily as possible and 
take refuge in Peraea. It was doubtless at the moment when he 
was leaving the city that, as Luke tells us, he wept over it 
(xix. 41), and that he uttered these words: “O Jerusalem, 
Jerusalem, thou that killest the prophets, and stonest them 
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which are sent unto thee, 1 how often would I have gathered 
thy children together, even as a hen gathereth her chickens 
under her wings, and ye would not!” (Matt, xxiii. 37*). 

The words of Jesus over Jerusalem terminate in Matthew and 
in Luke with these words: “I say unto you, Ye shall not see 
me henceforth till ye shall say, Blessed is he that cometh in 
the name of the Lord” (Matt, xxiii. 39*). In the thought of the 
evangelists this Day is that of the parousia. But this was not the 
original meaning, for in the mind of Jesus the parousia was a 
menace to unbelievers, and Jerusalem was unbelieving. There 
is a striking similarity between the words: “Ye shall say: 
Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord,” and the 
Messianic demonstration at the return of Jesus to Jerusalem. 
It seems fairly clear that a form of tradition must have existed 
in which this saying was an announcement of the return of 
Jesus to Jerusalem. Thus at the very moment when he was 
leaving Jerusalem he intended to return as soon as circum¬ 
stances should seem favourable. He hoped that the masses of 
the people, already influenced by his preaching, would come 
out boldly for him, and that, supported by the popular 
enthusiasm, he would be able to brave the opposition of the 
authorities. 

Jesus chose the time of the Passover to make his supreme 
attempt; perhaps he hoped that the great numbers of pilgrims 
and the presence of his disciples from Galilee would aid in 

1 According to John (x. 31), when Jesus had replied to the question: 
“If thou be the Messiah tell us plainly?” the Jews took up stones to stone 
him, then they tried to arrest him, but he managed to escape (x. 39). 
Another attempt to stone him is mentioned in viii. 59. These two points 
in the Fourth Gospel are not sufficiently circumstantial for us to rely on 
them with any certainty. The thwarting of the attempts against the life 
of Jesus illustrates one of the apostle’s favourite ideas, namely, that the 
death of Jesus was not due to the hatred of his enemies, but was the fulfilment 
of the Divine design. It took place at the appointed hour; all previous 
attempts were abortive. These reasons are sufficiently strong for us to 
conclude that we cannot regard it as certain that people did try to stone 
Jesus. They are not sufficient to prove, however, that the idea of these 
attempts is simply a creation of John himself. If one of these attempts did 
actually take place, the words, “that stonest them that are sent unto thee,” 
in the lament of Jesus over Jerusalem, would have a very concrete sig¬ 
nificance. 
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bringing this popular movement into being, and that a change 
of feeling would take place in his favour. He organized his 
arrival in Jerusalem in such a way that it formed a fulfilment 
of the prophecy of Zechariah. Thus, in his own eyes, as in 
those of his disciples, this entry into the Holy City was the act 
of a future Messiah. But in the midst of the thronging crowds 
the demonstration passed almost unobserved. Did Jesus then 
intend to resume his work of preaching and teaching? This 
would not have been impossible, but we have no light on this 
point. In any case, even if, on the day after his entry into 
Jerusalem, Jesus had intended to resume his work of preaching, 
he could not even begin to carry out this intention. The 
story of the Last Supper implies a situation in which Jesus 
knew that no further activity was possible. At that moment 
his enemies had closed in on him in a circle, from which, he 
felt sure, it would be impossible to escape. During his absence 
they had not been idle. Under conditions of which the details 
are beyond our knowledge, but whose main outline it is not 
difficult to reconstruct, they had gained the ear of Pilate. 
By representing Jesus as the possible leader of a popular 
movement, they succeeded in persuading Pilate to take action 
against him. Only a day or two after his return to Jerusalem, 
during the night, Jesus was arrested on the Mount of Olives, 
in the Garden of Gethsemane. The swiftness with which 
events then moved proves that, although there was a semblance 
of a legal trial, his doom had already been sealed. 


Appendix. The Synoptic Apocalypse 

While the authentic words of Jesus reported in Luke xvii. 20 ff. 
represent the day of the Son of Man as coming suddenly and 
instantaneously like a flash of lightning, in a way which it 
would be impossible to foresee, the Synoptic Apocalypse 
(Mark xiii. 3-37*) describes a series of signs which would be 
the forerunners of the parousia , which is thus represented as 
the conclusion of a whole drama. This fact, taken by itself, 
would not force us to regard the Synoptic Apocalypse as non- 
authentic, for the thought of Jesus may have oscillated between 
an apocalyptic conception and one which was not apocalyptic. 
Or it may have evolved in such a way that it could either 
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free itself from the apocalyptic idea or return to it. The artificial 
character of the connexion between the announcement of 
the destruction of the Temple and the eschatological discourse 
does not prove, either, that of the two sections one must 
necessarily be non-authentic. They may both be authentic, 
but they may have been linked together by an editor. We must 
estimate the authenticity of this fragment from an entirely 
different point of view. 1 

In Mark xiii. 14 the fact which is to mark the culminating 
point of the crisis, the fact which will determine the faithful 
to flee as swiftly as possible from Jerusalem and from Judaea, 
is described in these terms: “the abomination of desolation . . . 
standing where it ought not.” Matthew (xxiv. 15) uses the 
same expression, and adds further that it is that of which the 
prophet Daniel has spoken, and instead of “where it ought 
not,” he has: “in the Holy Place.” Luke’s version (xxi. 20) is 
quite different: “And when ye shall see Jerusalem compassed 
with armies, then know that the desolation thereof is nigh.” 
Then follows, as in Mark, the advice to flee from Jerusalem 
(21-23); at the end of the section is a prophecy which is 
linked very closely to the announcement of the siege: “And 
they shall fall by the edge of the sword, and shall be led away 
captive into all nations, and Jerusalem shall be trodden down 
of the Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled” (24). 
These lines can only have been written between the year 66, 
—at the moment when the revolt broke out, when it might 
have been foreseen that, sooner or later, the Romans would 
bring up their troops and force Jerusalem to surrender—and 
the spring of the year 70, that is, the moment when the pre¬ 
parations for the siege were beginning, but when it was still 
possible for those who were inside the city to leave it. If this 
passage were written after the year 70, it would have mentioned 
the total destruction, and not a temporary occupation of 
Jerusalem by the Gentiles. Nor would an author writing 
considerably after 70 have been able to establish an organic 
connexion between the siege of Jerusalem and the parousia 
of the Son of Man. This conclusion, of course, only applies to 
Luke’s version. If it were primitive, we would be obliged to 
conclude that Mark’s version had been adapted during a 
1 See Intr., I, pp. 301 ff. 
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period when sufficient time had elapsed to enable Christians 
to admit that the fall of Jerusalem was not the “sign” which 
preceded the parousia. Matthew may have used a copy worked 
over by Mark, and Luke may have used a copy of his earlier 
form. 1 If this were so, the non-authenticity of the Synoptic 
Apocalypse would be proved. But another hypothesis is 
possible: namely, that under the impression of the events of 
the year 70, Luke, in writing his Gospel, may have replaced 
“the abomination of desolation” by an allusion to the siege. 
In this case the question of the authenticity of the passage 
would remain open. Piganiol 2 3 is in favour of this second 
hypothesis. He understands the expression, “the abomination 
of desolation,” in the concrete sense in which it is employed 
in the passage in the Book of Daniel (xii. 11), where it is used 
for the first time. There it refers to the statue of Zeus which 
Antiochus Epiphanes had erected in the Temple. In the 
Synoptic Apocalypse Piganiol relates it to the statue of Caligula 
which in the year 40 the legate of Syria, Petronius, had 
received instructions to erect in the Temple of Jerusalem. We 
know that the affair did not materialize. The Jews protested 
so violently that Petronius consented to allow a delay, and to 
refer the matter to the Emperor, who did not withdraw his 
instructions. Then came the death of Caligula and the project 
was abandoned .3 It is to this unexpected deliverance that these 
words are believed to refer in the passage in Mark: “And 
except that the Lord had shortened those days, no flesh could 
be saved: but for the elect’s sake whom he hath chosen, he 
hath shortened the days” (xiii. 20). The link which Piganiol 
believes he has discovered does not exist. In the year 40 there 
was no crisis provoked by the profanation of the Temple; 
there was some danger of a crisis, but this was dispelled, first 
of all by the decision of Petronius to refer the matter to Rome, 
and finally by the death of the Emperor. The text of Mark, 

1 The conclusions to which we have come concerning the incident of 

the barren fig-tree, the anointing and the division of the Jerusalem ministry 
into days are favourable to this hypothesis. 

3 A. Piganiol: Observations de la date de VApocalypse synoptique , R.h.p.r., 
IV, 1924, pp. 245-249. 

3 On this matter, see Josephus: A.J ., XVIII, 8, 2-9, 261-309. G.J ., II, 10, 
1-5, 184-203. Philo : Legatio ad Cajum , 30-43 (ed. Mangey, II, pp. 575 ~ 595 )- 
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on the contrary, refers to something positive. There is thus no 
concrete fact with which it is possible to identify the abomina¬ 
tion of desolation of which Mark speaks; we must therefore 
regard it simply as an apocalyptic idea which had become 
traditional under the influence of the text of Daniel. 

There are several reasons for regarding the formula of 
Mark as an adaptation of the primitive text preserved by Luke. 
It is easy to understand that a passage which was originally 
conceived from the Jewish point of view (which is the case in 
that of Luke) may have been altered in such a way that it 
would acquire a more general significance (which is the case 
in Mark) where “all flesh” is mentioned (xiii. 20). Further, 
there is in Mark a preoccupation which does not appear in 
Luke and which characterizes a comparatively late period, 
i.e. that which is meant to calm the impatience of the readers. 
Mark says that the beginning of the sufferings is not yet the 
end (xiii. 7). In xiii. 21-23 he puts the Christians on their 
guard against the false Christs and false prophets who will 
exploit the sentiment of the faithful that the end is near. In his 
conclusion, finally, Mark has this characteristic expression: 
“But of that day and that hour knoweth no man, no, not the 
angels which are in heaven, neither the Son, but the Father” 
(Mark xiii. 32). 

Thus the earliest form of the Synoptic Apocalypse is found 
in Luke, and this form dates from the period which preceded 
the siege of Jerusalem. It has been suggested that this may be 
the prophecy mentioned by Eusebius (. Eccl . Hist., Ill, 5, 3) 
on the authority of which the Christians left Jerusalem at the 
beginning of the war in order to take refuge outside Jewish 
territory, at Pella in Peraea, which enabled them to remain 
outside the conflict between the Jews and the Romans. This 
hypothesis is ingenious, but it breaks down at two points. 
The first objection is this: that in the Synoptic Apocalypse 
there is nothing which refers to the relations of the Christians 
with the Jews. The second is: that if we leave out the sections 
which, occurring as they do only in one or two of the three 
versions we possess, are strongly suspected of being additions 
made under the influence of the Logia, there is nothing 
specifically Christian in the Apocalypse at all, which inclines 
us to think that it may be of Jewish origin. 


CHAPTER XV 


THE DAY OF THE LAST SUPPER AND THE DATE 
OF THE DEATH OF JESUS 

According to the Synoptic Gospels (Mark xiv. 12-16*), on 
the eve of his death Jesus is said to have given two of his 
disciples instructions to prepare the Paschal Feast which he 
desired to celebrate that evening. 1 This would mean that he 
was crucified on the 15th of Nisan. According to the Fourth 
Gospel, the Jews who led Jesus to Pilate did not enter the 
Praetorium lest they should be defiled and therefore unable 
to eat the Passover (xviii. 28). This implies that the trial of 
Jesus took place not on the 15th but on the 14th of Nisan. 
Few chronological problems have been more ardently discussed 
than this one, which is caused by the apparent discrepancy 
between these two accounts. It would be easy to fill a large 
volume with an account of all the theories which have been 
proposed and discussed in the attempt to reconcile these two 
pieces of conflicting evidence. 

First of all, let us define clearly the meaning and the character 
of the two pieces of evidence before us. 

The day on which Jesus sends two disciples to Bethany in 
order to prepare the meal is described by Mark as the first 
day of unleavened bread, the day on which the Passover lamb 
is sacrificed. This is the 14th of Nisan. This meal should be 
taken on the evening of the first day, that is to say (since the 
Jews reckoned the beginning of the day from the appearance 
of the first star), at the beginning of the 15th of Nisan. At the 
end of the day of the 14th, Jesus arrives and sits down to 

1 Jesus tells them to follow a man whom they will meet carrying a pitcher 
of water. In the mind of Mark this seems to be a miraculous encounter. 
Matthew did not understand it thus; he makes Jesus say: “Go ... to such 
a man.” There is a striking parallelism, extending even to the actual 
words, between the sending of the disciples who were told to prepare the 
Last Supper and the sending of those who, in xi. 2-3, are to lead to Jesus 
the ass on which he will make his entry into Jerusalem. This fact makes 
it probable that we are here confronted with an editorial element. 
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table with his disciples. Judging from the hour at which this 
meal is taken it ought to be the Paschal Feast; however, in 
the account given by Mark and Matthew there is not a single 
feature which refers to the ritual of the Passover; there is no 
mention of a lamb, and, during the meal, Jesus distributes 
to his disciples some bread, which, since it is described by the 
ordinary word for bread, cannot have been unleavened bread, 1 
the only kind which was allowed to be eaten at the Passover 
Feast and on the following days of the Festival. 2 3 

In Luke’s Gospel, at the moment when he sat down to table, 
Jesus said to his disciples: 

With desire I have desired to eat this Passover with you before I 
suffer: for I say unto you, I will not any more eat thereof, until it 
be fulfilled in the Kingdom of God (xxii. 15-16). 

The majority of exegetes, interpreting this saying in the light 
of the preceding section, take this to mean that the Passover 
which Jesus is about to celebrate will not be followed by any 
other. But the negative phrase in verse 16 is absolute. Jesus 
does not say: “I will not eat another,” but “I will not any 
more eat thereof,” and this phrase would have no meaning 
if, after it had been uttered, Jesus had immediately con¬ 
tradicted it. 3 

Further, in the record of the events which follow the Supper, 

1 The word aprog being a general term might, in theory, be used to 
describe all kinds of bread, including bread that has not been leavened. 
It would, however, be surprising, and more than that, if in an account of 
a Paschal Feast the technical term of &£vfia were not employed, since the 
evangelists knew it, and took for granted that it was known by their readers, 
since when they use it they do not give any explanation. 

* Mark (xiv. 26) and Matthew (xxvi. 30) say that before leaving the upper 
room Jesus and his disciples sang together. It has been suggested that 
this would be the last part of the song of Hallel (Psa. cxiii—cxviii) by which 
the Paschal Feast was concluded. Although Beer (ed. and trans. of the 
treatise Pesachim , Giessen, 1912, p. 99) objects that in the LXX the verb 
hallal is translated by alvelv and not by vjuvelv (the term which occurs 
in Mark and Matthew), the interpretation which sees here the Song of 
Hallel cannot be excluded, but it may refer to any other psalm, and it 
would be very extraordinary if Jesus and his disciples did not sing the 
psalms on any other occasion than on that of the Passover. 

3 Burkitt and Brooke: St. Luke xxii. 15-16. What is the general meaning? 
Journal of Theological Studies, July 1908, pp. 569 ff. 
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there is no direct chronological indication in any one of the 
three Synoptic Gospels; it is, however, difficult to imagine 
that the comings and goings of the Jewish authorities (which 
the narrative of the trial of Jesus implies) could have taken 
place on the 15th of Nisan, the great day of the Feast, which 
was celebrated by a Sabbath observance of the strictest kind. 

From the introduction to the account of the burial we 
conclude that, according to the Synoptic Gospels, Jesus died 
on a Friday, the day of the Preparation ( paraskeue ), which is 
the eve of the Sabbath (Mark xv. 42). 1 

Finally, the Synoptic Gospels all agree in making the dis¬ 
covery of the empty tomb, which took place on the third day, 
happen on the first day of the week, that is to say, on the 
second day after the death of Jesus. 

Thus the Synoptic Gospels present clear and united evidence 
in support of that tradition that the death of Jesus occurred 
on a Friday; the evidence for the day of the month is not so 
clear. Regarded as a whole, the narrative seems to suggest that 
Jesus did not die on a Feast day. On the other hand, the 
episode of the preparation of the Last Supper, which gives 
the repast a Paschal character, implies that Jesus died on the 
15th of Nisan, the great day of the Feast, the first day of 
unleavened bread. 

The evidence of the Fourth Gospel for the date of the death 
of Jesus is more homogeneous. At the beginning of the account 
of the last evening John says: “Before the Feast of the Pass- 
over” (xiii. 1). This evening, therefore, is not that on which 
the 15th of Nisan began. 

In the account of the trial of Jesus, it is said that the members 
of the Sanhedrin did not enter into the Praetorium in order 
that they might not be defiled, but might be able to eat the 
Passover (xviii. 28). In order to achieve agreement it has 
sometimes been claimed that here the word Passover does not 


1 Luke (xxiii. 54) gives the same indication at the end of the account of 
the burial. Matthew does not mention the day at this point, but in the 
incident which follows he says: “The next day, that followed the day of 
the preparation ( paraskeul ).” This variety of ways of introducing the time 
of the burial, which is characteristic of the three Synoptic Gospels, suggests 
that it may only have been introduced as a secondary element. 
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mean the Paschal Lamb but the Chagiga , that is to say, the 
sacrifice which was offered during the whole course of the 
Feast of Unleavened Bread and especially on the 15th of 
Nisan. In Deut. xvi. 2 and 2 Chron. xxxv. 7, the word 
pesah is actually used in connexion with all the sacrifices 
offered during the Paschal period. But, in these two passages, 
the sense is clearly indicated by the context, and, as Strack- 
Billerbeck have observed (II, p. 839), in a book like the Fourth 
Gospel, which was written for Gentile Christians, the word 
Passover, without any explanation, could only be applied to 
the lamb or to the Paschal Feast. Therefore John xviii. 28 
shows clearly that Jesus died before the 15th of Nisan. 

A more precise indication is found in xix. 14. When Pilate 
presents Jesus to the Jews as their king, the evangelist notes 
that it was the eve ( paraskeue , TrapaaKevrj) of the Passover, about 
the sixth hour (noon). 

The term paraskeue occurs again in xix. 31, but there in the 
sense of the eve of the Sabbath. Thus, according to John, the 
year that Jesus died, the 15th of Nisan fell on a Sabbath 
Day (xix. 42, xx. 1, 19). 

Thus we are here confronted with two traditions; both say 
that Jesus died on a Friday, but according to the one, he 
celebrated the Paschal Feast on the evening preceding his 
death, according to the other, this repast was celebrated on 
the following day. 

We will not enumerate the many attempts which have been 
made to harmonize these two traditions; 1 to give some idea 
of their content, it will be sufficient to discuss briefly those 
which have been suggested with great ingenuity and erudition 
by Chwolson 2 and, more recently, by Billerbeck.3 These two 

1 See Maurice Goguel: Sources, pp. 15 ff. 

Chwolson : Das Letzte Passamahl Jesu-Christi und der Tag seines Todes 
nach den in Uebereinstimmung gebrachten Berichten der Synoptiker und des Evan - 
geliums Johannis, St. Petersburg, 1892. 

3 Strack-Billerbeck : Exkurs: Der Todestag Jesu, II, pp. 812-853. Biller- 
beck thus expresses himself: “A real divergence of view in the tradition 
concerning the day of the death of Jesus in the earliest form of Christianity 
seems to us incredible ( will uns undenkbar scheinen ). A solution must be 
found (Es muss sich eine Losungfinden lassen) which will lead to this result: we 
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authors admit that, in certain instances when the 15th of Nisan 
fell on a Sabbath Day (Chwolson), or when there were dif¬ 
ferences of opinion as to the day on which the month began 
(Billerbeck), the Pharisees and the Sadducees did not celebrate 
the Passover on the same day. It is suggested that Jesus may 
have accepted the theory of the Pharisees and may have cele¬ 
brated the Paschal Feast on the Thursday. The members 
of the Sanhedrin who accused him before Pilate, and who 
belonged to the Sadducee party, would not celebrate the Feast 
until the Friday. Even if we could be sure that these different 
theories were already developed in the time of Jesus, the 
system of the Sadducees alone had any practical value. They 
were the masters of the Temple, and they controlled all that 
had to do with the sacrifices of lambs or kids at the Passover. 
Even if the Pharisees had considered that the Passover ought 
to be celebrated on a different day from that which had been 
fixed by the Sadducees, they would not have been allowed 
to follow their convictions. They would have been obliged to 
celebrate the Passover like the Sadducees, or else they would 
have been forced to abstain from celebrating it altogether, 
which they certainly would not have done. 

Thus it is impossible to reconcile the traditions represented 
by the Synoptic Gospels on the one hand, and by the Fourth 
Gospel on the other. We cannot harmonize them; we must, 
therefore, choose one or the other. Two reasons have convinced 
me that I ought to regard the tradition which fixes the death 
of Jesus on the 14th of Nisan as the earlier of the two. The 
first reason is this: that the other tradition is only represented 
by one passage, in which one of the essential elements, the 
account of the preparation of the Passover, is suspect on account 
of the parallelism which it presents with the sending of the 
disciples with instructions to fetch the ass. The second, which 
is more conclusive, is that it is very easy to understand how 
it was that the last meal of Jesus came to be regarded as a 

must interpret John in the light of the Synoptic Gospels, not the Synoptics 
in the light of John; but the Synoptic Gospels are right, and John is right” 
(p. 845). One could not find a more ingenuous way of revealing the fact 
that one is approaching the problem with preconceived ideas about its 
solution, and that one is dominated by a theological principle. 
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Paschal Feast. Very early, Christian thought tried to find a 
theological interpretation of the death of Christ, and in so 
doing it was led to regard it as a sacrifice. Owing to the time 
of year at which it took place it was only natural that it should 
have been assimilated to the Paschal sacrifice. Paul himself 
says: “Christ our Passover is sacrificed for us” (i Cor. v. 7). 
This is only a figure of speech, for nowhere, so far as we know, 
has the apostle developed a theory on this point. However, 
the Corinthians, who were nearly all of Gentile origin, would 
not have understood the exhortation of the apostle if his 
teaching had not already rendered them familiar with the idea 
of Christ as the Paschal Lamb. 

This idea recurs in the Fourth Gospel in the incident in 
which, after Jesus had died, the soldiers did not break his legs 
as they did those of his companions in suffering; they merely 
pierced his side with a lance; John says that this took place, 
“that the scripture should be fulfilled, ‘A bone of him shall 
not be broken 5 55 (xix. 36). The text which is here quoted 
(Exod. xii. 46; cf. Num. ix. 12) refers to the Paschal Lamb. 1 

The Eucharistic bread representing the body of the Lord, 
and the assimilation of the death of Christ to the sacrifice of 
the Paschal lamb, would lead to the assimilation of the Christian 
rite of Communion to the Paschal feast; the history of the 
liturgy shows that this assimilation took place. Since it was 
felt that the Communion Service repeated what took place 
at the Last Supper of Jesus, it was quite natural to arrive 
at the idea that this Last Supper was Paschal in character. 
Thus the idea grew up that Jesus had celebrated the Passover 
with his disciples before he died, although tradition had pre¬ 
served the recollection that he had died on the 14th of Nisan. 

According to the four Gospels, Jesus died on a Friday, a day 
of paraskeuL This explains the haste with which the body was 
laid in the tomb. According to John, this paraskeue was the 
eve of the Passover and also a Sabbath day. The year that 

1 The assimilation of the death of Jesus to the immolation of the Paschal 
Lamb is not related to a theological conception peculiar to the fourth 
evangelist, since, in his mind, the redemptive significance of the death of 
Christ is not connected with the idea of sacrifice, but with that of the return 
of the Lord in heavenly glory. 
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Jesus died, the 14th of Nisan may have been a Friday, but 
the idea that the day of the death of Jesus was both a paraskeui 
of the Sabbath and of the Passover may have been created 
in the Synoptic tradition in order to reconcile the death of 
Jesus on the 15th of Nisan with the fact that the following 
day was a day of Sabbath rest. Thus the idea of the death 
of Jesus on a Friday may have passed into the Fourth Gospel 
from the Synoptic accounts of the Burial and the Resurrection. 

This idea seems to be confirmed by the tradition which has 
placed the Resurrection on the third day, the morning of the 
first day of the week. The two statements are actually closely 
connected. The questions of the growth of the tradition of the 
third day and the real origin of the Christian Sunday are 
extremely obscure. Here it is enough to observe that although 
the tradition relating to the third day may be early, since it 
is confirmed by its mention in 1 Cor. xv. 4, it is not primitive. 
In the expression “after three days,” which occurs in Mark 
(viii. 31, ix. 31, x. 34), and, still more clearly, in the phrase 
preserved by Matthew: “For as Jonas was three days and three 
nights in the whale’s belly; so shall the Son of Man be three 
days and three nights in the heart of the earth” (Matt. xii. 40), 
there is a more archaic conception, according to which the body 
of Jesus remained in the tomb longer than from the Friday 
evening to the Sunday morning. This statement takes away 
all value from the confirmation of the death of Jesus on a 
Friday which seemed, at first sight, to provide the tradition 
of the third day. On the contrary, it suggests that the idea 
of fixing the date of the death of Jesus on a Friday may have 
been deduced from two ideas whose origin remains shrouded 
in much obscurity: these are, the fixing of the Resurrection 
of Jesus on the morning of the third day and its commemora¬ 
tion on the first day of the week. 

Can we at least regard it as settled that Jesus died on the 
14th of Nisan? This fact is not attested directly save in the 
Fourth Gospel. The idea of the Synoptic narrative, that the 
day after the death of Jesus was a day of Sabbath repose, 
may have been created in order to explain why the women 
did not go to the tomb of Jesus on the next day, but only 
on the day after that, as is required by the theory of the 
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Resurrection on the third day; and the haste with which the 
burial of Jesus had taken place might be justified on the score 
of the anxiety which the disciples felt lest they should trans¬ 
gress the rule laid down in Deuteronomy (xxiv. 15), which 
forbids the sun to set on the body of one who has been executed. 
This explanation cannot be pressed, but the simple fact that 
it is possible is sufficient to prove that the idea that Jesus died 
on the 14th of Nisan cannot be accepted with any certainty 
of accuracy. All that seems actually certain is that Jesus died 
about the time of the Feast of the Passover. 

How can this conclusion be reconciled with the chronological 
data of the statement by which the account of the Passion 
is opened in the Synoptic Gospels? “The Passover, 55 says Mark, 
“and the feast of unleavened bread was after two days. 55 The 
Jewish authorities assembled in council and decided that Jesus 
must die, but they wished to take him by stratagem and not 
to allow him to die during the Feast lest this should lead to 
an outbreak among the people (Mark xiv. 1-2*). This brings 
us to a point two days before the Passover, that is, therefore, the 
13th of Nisan. The intention of the Jews not to kill Jesus during 
the festival may be understood in two ways: either he must 
be killed before the festival or they must wait until it is over. 
It is possible to imagine that some unforeseen circumstance 
having arisen, such as, in this particular case, the offer made 
by Judas to betray his master into their hands, the Jewish 
authorities may have modified their original intention, and, 
in order that he should not escape out of their hands, they 
may have decided to kill him during the festival. This hypo¬ 
thesis, however, must be rejected, since although it is said 
that the proposal of Judas made the Jewish authorities glad 
(Mark xiv. 11), we do not learn that it led them to modify 
their plans. The person who edited Mark xiv. 1-2 thought 
that Jesus did not die during the Feast. As it is not said that 
he died later, his statement confirms our conclusion that the 
tradition which was followed by the Synoptists, save in the 
account of the preparation of the Last Supper, represented 
the death of Jesus as having taken place before the 15th of 
Nisan. 

Can we regard the tradition from which the statement in 
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Mark xiv. 1-2 has been drawn as absolutely reliable from the 
chronological point of view? This seems doubtful. Apart from 
the fact (to which we will return later) that the Fourth Gospel 
places the decision to kill Jesus considerably earlier, we must 
note that in the Synoptic Gospels there is only the mention 
of one project, whose realization depends on the conjunction 
of favourable circumstances, since the Jewish authorities seem 
to be very anxious to prevent a popular outbreak at all costs. 
In Mark xiv. 11 it is said, likewise, that from the moment 
that Judas came to terms with the Jewish authorities he sought 
a favourable moment to betray him. This cannot be reconciled 
very easily with the idea that the execution took place imme¬ 
diately after the sentence, and leads us to assign to the editor 
these words: “The Passover and the feast of unleavened bread 
were after two days.” When these words are omitted, which 
the evangelist introduced in order to establish a logical chrono¬ 
logical scheme of three days 1 leading to the death on the 
15th of Nisan, the statement of Mark xiv. 1-2 merely tells 
us that Jesus died before the Festival, but without saying on 
which day. 

1 First day, 13 Nisan: council meeting of the authorities. Judas’s offer. 
Anointing at Bethany. Second day, 14 Nisan: preparation of the Paschal 
Feast. Third day, 15 Nisan: the Last Supper. Arrest. Trial. Execution. 


CHAPTER XVI 


THE LAST EVENING IN THE LIFE OF JESUS 

At the moment when he returned to Jerusalem after his retreat 
in Peraea, Jesus still hoped that the people would range them¬ 
selves on his side, and that thus he would be able to resume 
his preaching, in spite of the opposition of the Jewish autho¬ 
rities. This hope was not fulfilled. The Messianic entry into 
Jerusalem was scarcely observed, and only meant something 
to the little group of disciples who accompanied him, and to 
the disciples whom he had already won in Jerusalem, with 
whom, according to John (x. 41), he remained in contact 
during his retreat in Peraea. Jesus, however, did not go far 
away from Jerusalem, but simply remained outside the city: 
at Bethany, according to the tradition which has been followed 
by Mark, Matthew, and John, 1 on the Mount of Olives, 
according to that followed by Luke (xxi. 37); the latter seems 
the more reliable tradition, since not only does Luke say 
(xxii. 39) that Jesus often slept out on this hill, but John also 
says that Jesus and his disciples often went there together 
(xviii. 3). 


I. The Last Meeting of Jesus with His Disciples 

A few hours before he was arrested, Jesus returned to Jerusalem, 
taking care, however, that he should not be recognized. 2 3 
Bertrams wonders whether, after all, the last meeting of Jesus 
with his disciples may not have taken place at Bethany, and 
suggests that a trace of this fact may still remain in the incident 
of the Anointing (Mark xiv. 3-9*). The transfer of the meal 
to Jerusalem would be made when it was regarded as a Paschal 
Feast; this would take place later, since the Passover could be 

1 Perhaps, as Kundsin (pp. 46 ff.) suggests, because Bethany had become 
a Christian centre of some importance. 

2 We may infer this from the account of the preparations for the meal 
(Mark xiv. 112-16*), although, as a whole, this passage may be due to the 
hand of an editor. 

3 Bertram: Leidensgeschichte , p. 16. 
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celebrated nowhere save in Jerusalem itself. There are several 
reasons which make it impossible to accept this hypothesis. 
The story of the Anointing is completely isolated, and it seems 
difficult to base any theory upon it. 1 Further, if Jesus had been 
in the habit of spending the evenings at Bethany it would be 
difficult to understand how it was that he was arrested during 
the night at the gates of Jerusalem. It seems that Jesus returned 
to Jerusalem in order that he might meet his disciples who 
lived in the city, with whom he had arranged a trysting-place 
in an upper room placed at his disposal by one of them. 2 

The Gospel narrative implies, it is true, that the Twelve 3 alone 

1 See further on, Appendix I, pp. 454 ff. 

3 The Gospels say absolutely nothing about the part of Jerusalem in 
which this house was situated. Evidently they are not interested in ^identi¬ 
fying the house where the Last Supper was held, which proves that at the 
time when they were writing, this question was not considered particularly 
important. Later tradition was less detached (see, on this point, Abel, II, 
pp. 421 ff., 441 ff. Dalman: Itin., pp. 412 ff). Perhaps from the beginning 
of the fourth century, but very probably only from the sixth century, 
it was identified with the Cenacle, which at first seems to have been regarded 
as the place where the apostles assembled after the Ascension (Acts i. 13), 
with the upper room of the Last Supper, although the term used in the 
Acts ( vTTEpqtov ) differs from that used in the Gospels (avaycuov). The 
Vulgate renders these two words by coenaculum. Tradition has claimed 
to have discovered the site of the Cenacle on the south-west of the city, 
on the western hill, at a place which was within the walls of Jerusalem at 
the time of Jesus, but which was left outside the walls of the Aelia Capitolina. 
There was erected the Church of Holy Zion, surnamed the mother of 
churches, erected between 337 and 347 by the Bishop Maximus. According 
to Epiphanius (De mensuris et ponderibus , 14) a little church stood there 
which had survived the destruction of the year 70. Later, the Cenacle was 
identified with the house of the Apostle John, in which he had received the 
Virgin Mary (John xix. 27). It is there that she is said to have died; also 
the Church of Holy Zion was also called the Dormitio Beatae Virginis. It is 
easy to see how these traditions have developed. The identification of the 
upper room with that of the apostles led to its being regarded as the house 
in which Mary lived, the mother of John-Mark, in which the Church in 
Jerusalem was assembled at the time of the miraculous deliverance of 
Peter (Acts xii. 12). This house, in its turn, was confused with that of the 
Apostle John, in which he is said to have received the Virgin Mary. There 
is here such a tangle of hypotheses that it is impossible to base any theory 
upon them. 

3 According to the Synoptic Gospels, Judas also was present (Mark xiv. 
17*). However, in Gethsemane he arrives at the head of the band which 
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were present at the Last Supper, but there are some hints in 
the tradition which permit us to assume that the limitation 
of the number of the participants at the Last Supper to the 
Twelve reflects the idea that members of the Church alone 
may receive the Eucharist. 1 Cleopas, who is not one of the 
Twelve, recognizes Jesus when he breaks bread at Emmaus 
(Luke xxiv. 30-31; cf. 18). This incident can only have been 
composed at a moment when the idea existed that it was 
not only the apostles who were there when Jesus distributed 
the elements at the institution of the Communion rite. It is 
also possible—we shall return to this point later—that the 
young man who, according to Mark (xiv. 50-51), fled at the 
moment when Jesus was arrested, leaving his garment in the 
hands of the soldiers, may have followed Jesus from the upper 
room. According to the Apostolic Constitutions, 2 Martha and 
Mary were there also. The part assigned to the women at the 
moment of the burial of Jesus and of the discovery of the empty 
tomb permits us to suppose that here too there is the echo 
of a very early tradition. Finally, we may remember that a 
fragment of the Gospel of the Hebrews preserved by Saint 
Jerome ( De viris inll. , 2) implies the presence of James, the 
brother of Jesus, at the Last Supper. 

According to Mark and Matthew, at the beginning of the meal 
Jesus began by saying that one of his disciples would betray 
him. Luke and John, who report the same incident, place it, 
the one after the distribution of the bread and the wine, the 
other after the washing of the feet of the disciples, which takes 
the place of the Communion in the Johannine narrative. 

According to Mark (xiv. 18-21), Jesus declared to his disciples 
that one of them, who was sharing the meal with him, would 

comes to arrest Jesus (Mark xiv. 43*). John has dispelled this inconsistency 
by saying that Judas went out after Jesus had given him the sop (xiii. 30). 
The uncertainty on this point makes us think that the earliest tradition 
was inaccurate, and this is not favourable to the idea that the Twelve alone 
were present at the Last Supper. 

1 This comes out very clearly in Justin Martyr ( Apol. , I, 66), who says 
that Jesus gave the bread and the wine to the apostles only; this, however, 
does not exclude the possibility, but rather implies it, that there were also 
other people present. 

2 Harnack: Die Lehre der Z w °lf Apostel ( T.U. , II, 2), Leipzig, 1889, P* 2 3 ^* 
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betray him. One after the other the disciples say: “Is it I?” 
and Jesus replies: “It is one that dippeth with me in the dish.” 
There is no indication of the impression produced by the 
prophecy, whether on the disciples in general or, in particular, 
upon the one to whom it refers, hence the expression “he that 
dippeth with me in the dish” cannot refer to a gesture being 
made at that moment. Thus Jesus does not answer the disciples’ 
question. He simply repeats his prophecy in another form. 
Thus the primitive tradition can only have preserved a saying 
of Jesus proclaiming that one of his own comrades would 
betray him. The language used leads us to think that this 
saying was pronounced during the course of a meal. 

The account in Luke (xxii. 21-23), which is more condensed 
than that of Mark, also contains only one announcement of the 
betrayal. Matthew (xxvi. 21-25) follows the narrative of Mark 
fairly closely, but adds a conclusion which changes its character. 
Judas asks: “Master, is it I?” and Jesus replies: “Thou hast 
said.” John (xiii. 18-30) seems to have known the two tradi¬ 
tions, and he has reconciled them by placing the precise 
designation of the traitor in an aside. The beloved disciple 
alone, and perhaps Peter, at whose suggestion he has questioned 
Jesus, know that the remark is aimed at Judas. In John, the 
announcement of the treachery is made by quoting this verse 
from Psalm xli: “He that eateth bread with me hath lifted 
up his heel against me” (Psa. xli. 9). The Synoptic Gospels 
also mention a prophecy, but without making a definite 
quotation. 

Originally the tradition of the announcement of the treachery 
of Judas seems to have been simply a sentence of Jesus saying 
that one of those who ate habitually with him would betray 
him; the image used was taken literally, and the incident was 
said to have taken place at a certain meal. This would prob¬ 
ably be the source of the text of Mark and Luke, which John 
also would have followed in xiii. 18-22, while the idea that 
the destiny of the Son of Man had been announced beforehand 
was made more definite by using a quotation from the Old 
Testament. Matthew would have added the detail concerning 
the traitor, and finally, John, in order to combine the two 
ideas of the announcement of the betrayal and the disclosure 
of the name of the traitor, may have invented an aside in 
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which Jesus was able to reveal to the beloved disciple the 
name of the traitor (xiii. 23-30). The fact that Jesus was 
betrayed by one of his own disciples may have given birth 
to the story of the announcement of the treachery. This hypo¬ 
thesis would be convincing if we were dealing with some event 
which could not be foreseen, but this is not the case. An act 
like that of Judas is the result of a long preparatory process, 
and in the attitude of the hesitating and disappointed disciple 
Jesus would have been able to note signs which would have 
roused his suspicions. Perhaps the absence of Judas from the 
upper room revealed to him that the act which he feared 
might take place had been accomplished. 

Was it at the beginning of the meal, as is suggested by Mark 
and Matthew, or a little later, as Luke and John say, that, 
according to the most ancient tradition, Jesus spoke of the 
treachery of one of his own disciples? The order suggested by 
Mark is the one to be preferred. Although the distribution 
of the bread and the wine shows that Jesus is very conscious 
that his death is imminent, this is not directly stated. The 
disciples could not understand the state of mind of their master 
until they knew what was in his mind. It is easy to under¬ 
stand the reasons for which Luke and John have placed the 
announcement of the treachery after the distribution of the 
bread and the wine, or after the washing of the disciples’ feet. 
Luke may have wished to place the Supper in relief by placing 
it at the beginning of the narrative because, in the account 
of the meal in the upper room, he reported incidents that Mark 
and Matthew do not mention (the saying about the two 
swords), or that they give elsewhere (the dispute about pre¬ 
cedence, the announcement of the scattering of the disciples 
and of the denial of Peter); if it had kept the position it 
occupies in Mark it might have run the risk of being merely 
one incident among several others. In John the announcement 
of the treachery, which ends with the departure of Judas, has 
been put at the beginning of the account in order that 
during the washing of the feet and the last supreme words of 
teaching Jesus should have none save his faithful disciples 
with him. 
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II. The Last Supper 1 

In the view of the Synoptists the distribution of bread and 
wine by Jesus constitutes the culminating point in the story 
of the last evening. We have three testimonies to this fact, 2 
those of Mark (xiv. 22-55), of Luke (xxii. 15-20 ),3 and of 
Paul (1 Cor. xi. 23-25 ).4 The Fourt h Gosp el does not repo rt 
the di strib ution of the bread^ndThe^wine, but it has a kind 
of equivalent in the scene of the washing of the feet of the 
disciples by Jesus. 5 

Bultmann and Bertram 6 have argued that originally the narra¬ 
tive of the Last Supper was an independent fragment. It is 

1 We are studying the question of the Communion simply from the point 
of view of the life of Jesus, reserving for Vol. II the study of the relation 
between the Last Supper and the Eucharist in the Early Church. In reality 
the two problems are inseparable, and one aspect of the justification for 
my conclusions can only be given later. Meanwhile, I would refer the reader 
to the works which I have already published on this question: Veucharistie. 
La relation du dernier repas de Jesus dans 1 Cor. xi et la tradition historique chez 
Vapdtre Paul , R.h.p.r., X, 1930, pp. 61-69. 

* We shall not take into consideration those of Matthew (xxvi. 26-29) and 
of Justin ( ApoL , I, 66, 3). The first is only the reproduction of the text of 
Mark, with some variants, clearly secondary in character, of which the 
following are the principal: instead of saying, like Mark, that all the 
disciples drink, Matthew puts into the mouth of Jesus the words: “Drink 
ye all of it,” which makes a more complete parallelism with the command 
“Take, eat,” which accompanies the distribution of the bread. To the 
words “the blood of the new covenant shed for many” Matthew adds 
an explanation, “for the remission of sins.” Mark would certainly not 
have omitted these words, which are in harmony most certainly with his 
line of thought, if they had been found in the source which he used. The 
text of Justin is merely a summary of the Gospel narratives. He also refers 
explicitly to the “recollections of the apostles which are called Gospels.” 

3 On the passage in the text of Luke, see Appendix II, pp. 458 ff. 

4 Loisy ( Les origines de la ckne eucharistique , Congrks , I, pp. 77 “ 95 ) ^ as uttered 
some doubts on the authenticity of 1 Cor. xi. 23-25, and has suggested that 
this passage may be a later interpolation. In support of this hypothesis he 
only brings forward subjective impressions. For the discussion on this 
point I would refer the reader to the article quoted on p. 443, n. 1. In my 
opinion, the text of Paul is authentic. So far as I know at present, no critic 
has been found to support the theory of Loisy. 

5 For the incident of the washing of the disciples* feet, see Appendix III, 
pp. 464 ff. 

6 Bultmann: Syn. Trad., p. 169. Bertram: Leidensgeschichte , p. 29. 
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indeed only placed alongside of that of the announcement 
of the treachery of Judas, and we cannot connect it—in 
addition to the preparation for the Last Supper whose editorial 
character we have seen—with the assembly of the Jewish autho¬ 
rities (Markxiv. 1-2*) or with the treachery of Judas (Mark xiv. 
10-11*), which are narratives of a quite different character. But 
it fits in with the account of Gethsemane and of the arrest, 
and, although it may not seem to be connected with what 
precedes it, this is because, as we have seen in the Synoptic 
records, the perspective of the ministry of Jesus in Jerusalem 
has been perverted, and they do not contain any direct 
recollection of the real situation on the eve of the Passion. 
In Paul, who is only interested in the actual story of the Last 
Supper, the words by which he opens the narrative: “The 
Lord Jesus, the night in which he was betrayed, 55 shows that 
the episode related by the apostle has been detached from a 
more complete narrative. 

The account of the Last Supper is etiological in character; it 
is meant to explain a ritual custom, and at the same time 
to define its character, and determine the manner in which 
it should be observed. An etiological narrative is not neces¬ 
sarily secondary with reference to the custom with which it 
is connected. The narratives have been influenced by the 
liturgical practice, but this does not mean that the facts them¬ 
selves did not give birth to the practice. The connexion between 
the practice and the narratives is complex: there is action 
and reaction. Just as there is no liturgical development which 
was not determined by the account of the facts, 1 so there has 
been no literary development which is not to some extent the 
reflection of the development of the liturgy. 

1 The method proposed by H. Lietzmann ( Messe und Abendmahl. Eine 
Studie zur Geschichte der Liturgie, Bonn, 1920) and by G. P. Wetter (Alt- 
christliche Liturgien , I, Das christliche Mysterium, II, Das christliche Opfer. 
Studien und neue Studien zur Geschichte des Abendmahls, Gottingen, 1921-1922) 
is thus based upon an arbitrary postulate when it claims to be able to 
discover the nature of the Last Supper of Jesus by an analysis of liturgical 
development. A similar method, but which takes its point of departure 
only in the Eucharist as it was at the time of Justin, has been followed by 
Jean Reville : Les origines de Veucharistie, Messe, Sainte Cine, Paris, 1908. 
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When we compare the text of the narratives of Mark and of 
Paul there seems to be some reason to assume that the tradition 
preserved by Paul is to be preferred, since the First Epistle to 
the Corinthians was composed from fifteen to twenty years, 
at least, before the Gospel of Mark. But the date of the com¬ 
position of a passage does not fix the age of the tradition to 
which it is assigned, and, after the year 70, Mark may have 
reproduced an older form of tradition than that which is given 
in the First Epistle to the Corinthians. Did Paul, however, 
intend to record an historical tradition? His account begins 
with the words: “For I have received of the Lord (’ Eyw yap 
7rapeXapov ai to tov Kvplov ) that which also I delivered unto 
you. . . Couchoud and Alfaric 1 consider that this proves 
that here Paul is not repeating what he has heard directly, 
or indirectly, from those who actually took part in the Last 
Supper with Jesus, but that he is making known the content 
of a vision or a revelation. If we look at the text of Paul only, 
the theory of Couchoud and Alfaric cannot be justified. It is 
not the only possible interpretation, nor is it the most probable. 
The parallelism made by the words: “I have received, 55 and 
“I delivered unto you, 55 would be impossible to understand 
if the conditions in which Paul had received the tradition had 
been fundamentally different from those in which he trans¬ 
mitted it to the Corinthians. The expression, “I have received 
of the Lord, 55 does not exclude the possibility that it was 
mediated through others, between the Lord and Paul; it only 
marks that the tradition which it represents goes back to the 
Lord himself, that is to say, that it does represent what the 
Lord did and said during the Last Supper with his friends, 
with the intention that the memory of it should be kept green 
and fresh. When, in the Epistle to the Galatians, Paul wishes 
to affirm that his apostleship comes directly from Christ and 
from God, he says that he is an apostle “not of men, neither 
by man, 55 ovk air avBpwTrajv, ov 8e 8 1 dvdpcoTrov (Gal. i. 1). Thus 
it would be possible to conceive of an apostleship coming 
from God but mediated through man. Thus when Paul says 
that he has received of the Lord the tradition of the Last 
Supper, he does not mean that it may not have reached him 
through human intermediaries. 

1 Couchoud: Le mysttre, pp. 146 fF. Alfaric: Congrls , II, pp. 89f. 
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There are three differences between the text of Mark and 
of Paul: 

(i) To the words: “This is my body/ 5 Mark does not add, 
as Paul does, “for you. 55 

(ii) Paul gives the same value to the Cup as to the Bread; 
he omits the eschatological significance which it has in Mark 
(or at least which it gained afterwards) through these words: 
“Verily I say unto you, I will drink no more of the fruit of 
the vine, until that day that I drink it new in the Kingdom 
of God 55 (Mark xiv. 25). 

(iii) In the Pauline narrative, after Jesus has distributed the 
bread and the wine, he says: “This do in remembrance of 
me. 55 The Marcan narrative does not mention any command 
to repeat this gesture. 

These three points make it clear that Paul’s account belongs 
to a stage in the evolution of the tradition which is later than 
that of the Second Gospel. Mark would not have had any 
reason to omit the words “for you 55 if he had found them in 
the source he was using. The second and the third points, 
however, are of decisive significance. Paul was aware of the 
eschatological character of the Communion service, for in the 
commentary which accompanies the remainder of the tradi¬ 
tion, he says: “For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink 
this cup, ye do shew 1 the Lord’s death till he come” (1 Cor. xi. 
26). The elimination of the eschatological meaning from the 
Cup in the First Epistle to the Corinthians is not due to the 
fading of the eschatological hope. It can only be explained 
by the tendency to place the two constituent elements of the 
Communion in exact parallelism, in order to make of them 
two expressions of the same ideas and the same sentiments. 
Thus it represents a secondary element. The same must be 
said about the introduction of the command to repeat the rite. 
Since the Early Church believed that it was obeying the will 
of the Lord in celebrating the Communion, the suppression 
by Mark of a command to repeat the rite which he found 
in the source would be unintelligible. In introducing it Paul 
was not conscious that he had altered the tradition. Perhaps, 
without realizing it, he was only making explicit something 
which was already implicit. Therefore we may conclude that 
1 Or “announce,” in the imperative mood. 
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Paul’s version is derived from die tradition accepted by Mark, 
and we need not discuss this question any further. 

Thus we now have two passages before us, those of Mark and 
Luke: 

Mark xiv. 22-25 : And as they did eat, Jesus took bread, and blessed, 
and brake it, and gave to them, and said, Take, eat: this is my 
body. And he took the cup, and when he had given thanks, he 
gave it to them: and they all drank of it. 1 And he said unto them, 
This is my blood of the new testament, which is shed for many. 
Verily I say unto you, I will drink no more of the fruit of the vine 
until that day that I drink it anew 2 in the Kingdom of God. 

Luke xxii. 15-20: And he said unto them, With desire I have 
desired to eat this Passover with you before I suffer: for I say unto 
you, I will not any more eat thereof, until it be fulfilled in the 
Kingdom of God. And he took the cup and gave thanks, and said, 
Take this, and divide it among yourselves: For I say unto you, 
I will not drink of the fruit of the vine, until the kingdom of God 
shall come. And he took bread and gave thanks and brake it, 
and gave unto them, saying, This is my body which is given for 
you: this do in remembrance of me. Likewise also the cup after 
supper, saying, This cup is the new testament in my blood, which 
is shed for you. 

The fact that Luke’s version contains a command to repeat 
the rite means that we may apply to it the same observations 
which we applied to the similar command in Paul’s version. 

A more important difference is that dks £f one cup, 

only, a cup which _is both the cup o f th e new covena nt and 
the c up of the^try st, ^whereas Luke mentions two, of which 
the former is the t r vsting cup and the~se cdnd the cup of the 
covenant. It does not seem natural that Jesus should have 
attached two different meanings to the same gesture. It is all 
the more difficult to admit that he may have done so, since 
the idea of a tryst implies th at he d ran k of the cu p with h is 

1 In Strack-Billerbeck (IV, 1, pp. 58 ff.) there arc passages which 
show that the account means that each disciple filled his own cup from the 
large cup which was handed round the table, arrd^did^not diink from the 
one cup. 

2 Matthew defines this further by saying “with you” (Matt. xxvi. 29). 
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disciples, whereas the symbol of the new covenant makes this 
very unlikely. 

The idea expressed by the trysting cup is clear and natural. 
It is absolutely fitting at a moment when Jesus feels that he 
is going to be separated from his disciples. We cannot say so 
much for the idea of the covenant in 4 the shed blood. This 
idea originated in the Old Testament. It refers to a new 
covenant which was to replace that which God had made 
with Abraham. We meet with it in the Pauline writings 
(2 Cor. lii. 6-14; Gal. iv. 24), but it is, above all, the author 
of the Epistle to the Hebrews who has developed it by insisting 
on the idea that the blood of Christ was necessary in order 
to establish the new covenant (in particular ix. 15 ff.). The 
saying about the cup of the covenant expresses the same idea. 
The death of Christ is represented as a sacrifice which estab¬ 
lishes a new alliance between God and the elect. Jesus may 
have had an idea of this kind; to some extent it would be 
in line with the thought expressed in the saying about the 
destruction and reconstruction of the Temple, that is to say, 
.about the establishment of a new religious order. There are, 
however, serious reasons for doubting the authenticity of the 
saying about the covenant. First of all, no other saying of 
Jesus in our possession deals with the idea of sacrifice. Nor 
is the idea of the covenant represented in any authentic saying 
of Jesus. These two observations have all the more weight 
because in the Communion Service the idea of a covenant 
is rather implied than explained. 

Thus there is no need to think that Mark has combined 
into one the idea of two cups, with two different meanings, 
or that Luke has mentioned the one cup twice, with a double 
meaning attached to it. We may therefore assume that origi¬ 
nally the tradition only mentioned one cup, the cup with an 
eschatological significance. The cup of the covenant owes its 
origin to the tendency, which arose very early, to establish 
a parallelism between the two elements in the Communion 
rite. In Mark the eschatological meaning has been maintained 
in an accessory sense, while in Paul’s version it has been 
eliminated. 

We must therefore regard as doubtful the unity of the 
tradition represented by Luke. The third evangelist has 


THE LAST EVENING IN THE LIFE OF JESUS 449 

followed a source which only mentioned the trysting cup, 
but he was sufficiently under the influence of Mark to add 
a second interpretation in the sense of the new covenant. 

Luke has not only taken the idea of the first cup from the 
tradition which is peculiar to his Gospel. In this tradition, 
verse 19 leaves us in r\o doubt on this point, for the cup was 
mentioned at the beginning of the narrative. There is no 
reason to suppose that this tradition did not mention the 
bread. In any case we must admit that the command to repeat 
the rite formed part of it. The place which it occupies in 
Luke’s version should be noted. It is placed between the 
distribution of the bread and that of the first cup. If Luke 
himself had introduced this element, he would not have placed 
it in its present position. Either, like Paul, he would have 
placed a command to repeat the rite in relation to each 
element in the meal, or, if he had only given it once, he 
would have placed it at the close, in such a way that it would 
refer to the whole. The command to repeat the rite comes, 
therefore, from the particular tradition which was followed 
by Luke. This tradition is represented by verses 15-19. Verse 20 
is an addition which Luke has made in harmony with the 
Marc an narrative. 

In the tradition followed by Luke, the cup was offered before 
the bread; the other traditions reverse this order. This may 
appear more normal, since the symbolism which makes the 
broken bread represent the broken body may seem more 
natural than the symbolism of the cup with its suggestion of 
the outpoured blood. But if we restore the original meaning 
to the cup the sense is quite different. The distribution of the 
bread as the symbol of the body of Jesus and as the announce¬ 
ment of his death is not intelligible save from the point of 
view of the imminence of his death, but it does not express 
this idea directly. The Supper began with the distribution of 
the eschatological cup, with the statement that Jesus would 
not celebrate the approaching Passover, and that he would 
drink wine no more: this at once gives direct meaning to the 
distribution of the bread. On the other hand, after the state¬ 
ment of the death which is implied by the distribution of the 
bread, the declaration of Jesus that he will no longer drink 
wine becomes a meaningless repetition. The order' which 
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places the cup before the bread in the tradition followed by 
Luke makes an entirely satisfying arrangement. Jesus begins 
by announcing the imminent separation, he will not celebrate 
the Passover which is at hand, nor will he drink wine any 
more. But his death, the thought of which broods over the 
whole gathering, will not be a defeat. A day will come when 
he will be reunited with his own disciples in the fulfilled 
Kingdom of God. Then Jesus explains that the death which 
he accepts is a gift which he makes to his own. 

Loisy 1 has conjectured that the primitive tradition had 
undergone another and a more important transformation. 
He suggests that originally the saying about the bread did 
not refer to the body of Jesus, but that it was parallel to that 
which accompanies the distribution of the eschatological cup. 
Jesus spoke of the bread which he would never eat again, just 
as he spoke of the cup from which he would not drink. The 
conjecture is ingenious, but it is arbitrary to suppose that the 
two elements in the act were originally strictly equivalent to 
each other, as they have been in the later tradition and in 
Sacramentarian theology. These two elements may very well 
have been complementary instead of parallel. 

Now let us picture to ourselves what actually happened during 
the Last Supper. Jesus seats himself at the table oppressed by 
the sense of an impending disaster; perhaps the absence of 
ths disciple whose fidelity he had begun to doubt helps to 
make these fears more definite. The death which he now feels 
very near appears to him as the crown of the humiliations 
and sufferings which have marked the different stages of his 
ministry. It will be the definite rejection of the Son of Man 
by this generation. This Jesus accepts, just as fully as he had 
accepted the sufferings which led up to it, and which he 
does not separate from it, because he is sure that this is the 
will of God. He has accepted this mysterious law without 
needing to know how his death could be the condition of 
the fulfilment of the Kingdom of God and of his coming as 
the glorious Messiah. This is why he feels that, although the 
disaster is inevitable, it is not a defeat. The separation from 
his own will be followed by a reunion in the Kingdom of God. 

1 Loisy : Les origines de la c&ne eucharistique , Congr&s , I, p. 80. 
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In order to express this twofold confidence, first of all he takes 
3 xnp^and drinks from it, with his disciples, saying to them 
that he will not drink of it henceforth until he is united with 
them in the great Messianic banquet. Then, having announced 
the coming catastrophe, he defines its meaning by a second 
gesture. If he had not felt called to be the Son of Man, and 
if he had not willed to remain faithful to the end to the mission 
which he had received from God, he might have escaped from 
death. All he needed to do was to remain in retirement in 
Peraea, or, after he had discovered that the people would not 
support him, it might have been sufficient if he had simply 
left Jerusalem. Thus his death was something quite different 
from an inevitable disaster. He a ccepted i t, and it became 
a voluntary sacrifice. By consenti ng to die , Jesus gave himself 
up for his own, and for all those to whom he had preached 
the Gospel of the Kingdom of God, just as he had already 
given himself for them in all the renunciations and sufferings 
which he had accepted from the beginning of his ministry. 
And this is what Jesus expresses in the symbol of the broken 
bread. There is here no dogmatic theory, no sacramental 
idea, but something very different, the symbolic expression 
(or parabolic, if we prefer to call it so) of the idea which 
had dominated the thought of Jesus during the whole of 
the second part of his ministry: of the Son of Man who must 
suffer and be rejected, but who will later return in glory. 


III. The Episodes Reported by Luke 

Luke has developed the account of the last evening still further 
by adding to it three elements: the dispute about precedence 
(xxii. 24-30), the announcement of the denial of Peter 
(xxii. 31-34), and the saying about the two swords (xxii. 35-38). 
The second is given also by Mark and by Matthew, but after 
Jesus and his disciples had left the upper room in order to 
go to Gethsemane. We will deal with this later. Here we will 
simply examine the two others. 

The dispute about precedence, placed by Luke in the last 
evening (xxii. 24-30), is merely the transposition of an incident, 
the discussion provoked by the request for the first places in 
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the Messianic Kingdom by the sons of Zebedee, which Mark 
(x. 35-45) places quite differently, and which Luke has not 
reproduced because it did not seem to him compatible with 
the dignity of the martyr apostles, James and John. Matthew 
(xx. 20) has evidently felt the same, since he attributes the 
request not to James and John, but to their mother, which 
is evidently a secondary idea, since the other disciples were 
indignant with the two brothers, and it was to them that Jesus 
made his reply. The secondary character of the account in 
Luke is confirmed still more by the fact that, in his narrative, 
the dispute about precedence at the Last Supper constitutes 
a doublet with that which he gives in ix. 46-48 after Mark ix. 
33 ff. Further, the account of xxii. 24-30 is composed of two 
fragments which have not the same origin. The one comes 
from the tradition of Mark (xxii. 24~27=Mark x. 42-45), the 
other from the Logia (xxii. 28-30= Matt. xix. 28). 

The saying about the two swords is much more obscure: 

Luke xxii. 35-38: And he said unto them, When I sent you without 
purse, and scrip, and shoes, lacked ye anything? And they said: 
Nothing. Then he said unto them: But now, he that hath a purse, 
let him take it, and likewise his scrip: and he that hath no sword, 
let him sell his garment and buy one. For I say unto you, that this 
that is written must yet be accomplished in me, And he was 
reckoned among the transgressors (Isa. liii. 12): for the things 
concerning me have an end. 1 And they said, Lord, behold here 
are two swords. And he said unto them, It is enough. 

Some exegetes 2 have seen in this passage a relic of a tradition 
that at one moment Jesus thought of resisting his enemies by 
force. But for a group of a dozen men or so two swords would 
have been ridiculously insufficient. 3 Others 4 think that by 

1 That is to say, the prophecies which have not yet been fulfilled are now 
going to be accomplished. 

2 This interpretation is given by Renan (p. 403), Loisy (.SyH., II, pp. 555 fif.; 
£v. de Luc , pp. 521 ff.), Windisch (Der messianische Krieg und das Urchristentum , 
Tubingen, 1909, pp. 28 ff.), and Ed. Meyer (I, p. 182). 

3 It is not merely forcing the text, but making it say something quite 
different from that which it does say, to read: “They presented him with 
two swords, naturally, each of them two,” as Eisler reads in II, p. 268. 

4 Keim, III, p. 294. Reuss: Hist, evang., p. 645. Zahn: Das Evangelium 
Lukas , Leipzig, 1913, pp. 685 ff. Harnack ( Militia Christi , die christliche 
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these words Jesus wishes to make his disciples understand that 
the period of difficulty was beginning. They, taking what he 
says quite literally, presented him with two swords, some of 
them being armed, 1 or possibly they may have found the 
swords in the upper room. Jesus, discouraged by their lack 
of understanding, dropped the subject. If we were to accept 
this interpretation, the attitude of Jesus would be incompre¬ 
hensible. How could he have failed to try to dissipate the 
misunderstanding which his words had raised? Salomon 
Reinach 3 suggests that in speaking of the two swords the source 
from which Luke drew his material was alluding to the passage 
in the Book of Judges (vii. 21) in which two swords are men¬ 
tioned: the sword ofjahweh and the sword of Gideon, by 
which the Midianites were defeated. This hypothesis could 
only be accepted if the passage from, the Book of Judges were 
quoted, which is not the case. Wellhausen 3 thinks that the 
fragment is composed of several elements, and he would retain 
the idea that the disciples possessed two swords as coming 
from an old tradition. It is the incident of the servant of the 
high priest who was struck by a sword at the moment when 
Jesus was arrested (Mark xiv. 17*) which makes him consider 
that these facts are historical. But neither Mark, nor Matthew, 
nor John felt any need to explain that the disciples, or even 
some of them, were armed. 

Having rejected all these interpretations, we must now pro¬ 
pose one in our turn. At a moment when Jesus—perhaps, as 
Luke suggests, on the last evening—felt his life was in danger, 
when he knows or suspects that the order for his arrest has 
already been given, he uttered a saying full of bitter irony. 
Inspired, as Luke says, by the text in Isa. liii. 12, or, more 

Religion und dir Soldatenstand in den ersten drei Jahrhunderten, Tubingen, 1905, 
p. 4, n. 1) accepts a similar interpretation, but he admits that it is not 
entirely satisfactory. 

1 At the moment when Jesus was arrested one of his disciples was armed. 

We know from Josephus (G.J., II, 8, 4, 125) that the country was so 

unsafe that the peaceful Essenes did not travel without weapons. As the 
bearing of arms seems to have been forbidden to the Jews (see Eisler, 
II, p. 268, n. 6), it may be that the “swords” were really daggers,'which 
were easy to hide under one’s clothes. 

2 S. Reinach, C.M.R. } IV, pp. 167-173. 

3 Wellhausen: Lk., pp. 125 ff. 


454 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

simply, seeing the situation just as it was, he said to his 
disciples: “Since we are being treated as brigands, let us play 
the part of brigands! Let us lead the lives of brigands and 
arm ourselves!” The disciples, bewildered, show him the two 
solitary swords (or daggers) which they possess. A fine band 
of brigands indeed! who, in order to fall upon the passers-by 
and resist armed force, can only produce two swords and had 
therewith to be content! 


Appendix I. The Anointing at Bethany 

Mark and Matthew report an incident which happened on 
the eve of the Passion at Bethany, where, according to them, 
Jesus passed the night; it is that of the Anointing (Mark xiv. 
3-9; Matt. xxvi. 6-13). Their accounts cannot be distinguished 
from each other save by some insignificant differences. 1 With¬ 
out giving any precise indication of time, we are told that Jesus 
being at table in Bethany in the house of Simon the leper, 
a woman brings to him an alabaster cruse full of precious 
perfume, and, having broken it, she pours the contents over 
the head of Jesus. Some of the people who were present 
deplored the useless waste when the perfume might have been 
sold for three hundred denarii and given to the poor. Jesus 
reproaches these critics for hurting the feelings of the woman 
who has done this act: “Ye have the poor with you always,” 
he says, “and whensoever ye will ye may do them good: but 
me ye have not always. She hath done what she could: she 
is come aforehand to anoint my body for the burying. Verily 
I say unto you, Wheresoever this Gospel shall be preached 
throughout the whole world, this also that she hath done shall 
be spoken of for a memorial of her.” 

John (xii. 1-8) places the same scene before the entry into 


1 For instance, Matthew speaks only of a very precious ointment, and 
Mark says that it was an ointment of spikenard or pure nard (or perfume 
of the pistachio nut); the meaning of the word is uncertain. Matthew 
does not say that the woman broke the vase. In his version it is the disciples 
who grumble; they say that the perfume might have been sold for a great 
deal of money; Mark, who is more exact, says: “for more than 300 denarii.” 
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Jerusalem. The feast takes place six days before the Passover, 
probably, though it is not explicitly stated, in the home of 
Lazarus and his sisters. Lazarus is one of the guests, Martha 
serves at table, and it is Mary who anoints Jesus. She takes 
a pound of oil of pure nard (or perfume from the pistachio 
nut), anoints the feet of Jesus and wipes them with her hair. 
Judas protests, the evangelist remarking that he did not care 
for the poor, but that he had charge of the common purse, 
and that he would have converted to his own use the three 
hundred denarii, which was the value of the perfume if it had 
been sold. Jesus replies: “Let her alone: against the day of 
my burying hath she kept this. For the poor always ye have 
with you; but me ye have not always. 35 

Luke (vii. 36-50) reports a similar incident, but he gives it at 
an entirely different point in the story: he makes it take place 
in Galilee, in the house of a Pharisee named Simon who has 
invited Jesus to a meal; this is one of the elements which con¬ 
stitute the section vi. 20-viii. 3, which has no equivalent in 
Mark, and of which the first is the Sermon on the Plain. In 
Luke, the woman who anoints the feet of Jesus is a notorious 
sinner. Having entered the banqueting-room, she kneels at 
the feet of Jesus, washes them with her tears, kisses them and 
anoints them with oil. The Pharisee who has invited Jesus 
says to himself: “If this man were a prophet, he would know 
what kind of woman this is who is touching him; he would 
know that she is a sinner. 33 Jesus, who has divined his thoughts, 
replies by telling the parable of the Two Debtors, and he 
adds: “I say unto thee, her sins which were many are forgiven; 
that is why she loves much. 1 But he to whom little is forgiven 
the same loveth little. 35 Then he turns to the woman and says 
to her: “Thy sins are forgiven thee; thy faith hath saved thee, 
go in peace. 33 

1 The preposition ort which Luke uses can be taken in the causative sense 
(because she has loved much) or in the consecutive sense (this is why she 
has loved much); this second meaning is postulated by the parallelism of 
the phrase which follows it: “to whom little is forgiven the same loveth 
little,” as well as by the parable of the two debtors, where love for the 
merciful creditor is in proportion to the amount of the debt which he has 
remitted. 
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It is impossible to say that there is no connexion between 
these three narratives, but this relation is complex, for they 
are too different for us to suppose that they are directly derived 
from one another. 

In the account in John there are some features which are 
clearly secondary with reference to that of Mark, for example, 
the mention of Lazarus, the pointedness of the designation of 
the personality of the woman who anoints Jesus, the attribu¬ 
tion of the protest to Judas and the explanation of his motives. 
The protest itself is intelligible in the Marcan narrative, where 
the whole content- of the vase of alabaster has been poured 
out; it is not in place in that of John, where some drops only 
have been poured out, since Jesus says that Mary must keep 
the perfume for the day of his burial. This fact should be 
noted. The anticipated anointing which is reported by Mark 
is perhaps an allusion to the fact that Jesus will be placed 
in the tomb in haste without time to anoint his body. In 
John’s narrative, where Nicodemus brings one hundred pounds 
of a mixture of myrrh and aloes (xix. 39), and where the 
body, before it is placed in the tomb, is enveloped in linen 
cloths and spices (xix. 40), the anticipation of an anointing 
has no point. This is why the evangelist has only spoken of 
a foreshadowing of the anointing, in spite of the contradiction 
to which this led, since Mary would not actually participate 
in the anointing until the body of Jesus was laid in the grave. 1 
In the Marcan narrative the gesture of the woman is not 
explained; in John it is described as a manifestation of the 
gratitude of Mary to Jesus for raising her brother to life. This 
also is a secondary element. 

The Johannine narrative, on the other hand, has been 
affected by that of Luke. In John, as in Luke, the woman 
anoints the feet of Jesus and wipes them with her hair, and 
this is described in the same words (cf. Luke vii. 38, and 
John xii. 3). The gesture of the woman who wipes the feet 
of Jesus with her hair is intelligible in Luke’s version, where 
she has wetted them with her tears; it has no meaning in 
John’s account, where only a few drops of the perfume have 
been poured on them. Finally, we must connect the episode 
1 Schwartz, III, pp. 178 f. 
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reported by Luke in x. 38-42 with John’s narrative. In a 
village (whose name is not mentioned) a woman named 
Martha serves Jesus at table, while her sister Mary remains 
seated at his feet. The names and the attitude of the two 
sisters are the same in both instances. This cannot be a mere 
coincidence. 

In the account of Mark and of Matthew, the solemn state¬ 
ment of Jesus that the story of this anointing will be told 
wherever the Gospel will be preached throughout the world, 
might possibly be a justification for the presence of the incident 
in the Gospel, and, in consequence, the evidence, or at least 
the recollection, that it had not always been there. 

Bertram 1 regards the story of the anointing as a justification 
of the worship of Christ, in opposition to the view of those 
who thought that the essential function of the Church lay in 
the service of the poor. But we know absolutely nothing of 
any conflict in the Early Church between the tendency to 
exalt worship and the tendency to place moral duties in 
the foreground. Further, it is not clear that the gesture of 
the woman is to be regarded as an act of adoration in the 
precise sense of the word. There is only one meaning which 
can be read into the incident, and that is, that it is a solemn 
prophecy of the burial of Jesus. The protests of those who were 
present is only inserted in order to lead up to the statement 
of Jesus. The incident is reported in order to show that Jesus 
knew perfectly well the destiny which awaited him, even while 
his enemies still kept their decision secret. Thus it is related 
to the triple prophecy of the sufferings, death, and resurrection 
of the Son of Man, and thus it appears to be definitely a 
secondary element. 

In Luke the meaning of the narrative is clear: the story of 
the woman who was a sinner illustrates the idea of the grati¬ 
tude and love which follow the sense of forgiveness; it also 
illustrates the idea of the welcome given by Jesus to people 
whom the Pharisees crushed with their contempt. The anec¬ 
dote is thus related to some of the features which are most 
clearly traced in the Gospel portrait of Jesus. The story, what- 
1 Bertram: Leidensgeschichte , p. 16. 
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ever may be the embellishments which it may have undergone, 1 
is not the product of a complex process of evolution. The 
accounts of Luke and of Mark are not independent; however, 
they cannot be regarded as being derived from each other. 
Behind them we must assume the existence of a simpler arche¬ 
type. The preceding observations show that it is Luke’s version 
which keeps closest to the original form of the story. There 
is no reason to think that the story of the Anointing was 
originally recorded in connexion with the story of the Passion. 


Appendix II. The Text of Luke xxii. 15-20 

The text of Luke appears in the manuscripts under six dif¬ 
ferent forms, which are divided into two groups. The first 
(I) given by the MSS. n. A. B. C., etc., is characterized by 
the distribution of a cup at the beginning of the meal, accom¬ 
panied by a saying concerning a future tryst, and at the end 
by that of a second cup presented as the new covenant. In 
the texts of the second group (II) only one cup is mentioned, 
but in different ways: (a) in the manuscripts D. a. d. ff 2 . i. 1. 
the second cup is absent; ( b ) in the Syriac-Sinaitic version there 
is only one cup at the end of the supper, but the distribution 
of this cup is accompanied by the same words as those of the 
first and the second in the text I; (r) in the manuscripts b. e., 
and in the Curetonian-Syriac there is no mention of the first 
cup, the second is accompanied only by the words which apply 
to the first cup in the text I; ( d ) the Peshitto version mentions 
the first cup only; ( e ) Marcion does not mention any cup at 
all, but between the word of introduction and the distribution 
of the bread he gives the declaration of Jesus that he will no 
more drink of the fruit of the wine until the Kingdom of 
God shall come. As illustrations we reproduce below the 
translations of texts I and II a and b . 2 

1 Bultmann (Sjtl Trad., p. 36) has observed that the story of the woman 
who was a sinner contains one improbable feature. A Pharisee would not 
have allowed a woman of the kind implied by the story to enter his house 
at all. See also Bultmann 2 , p. 70. 

2 We print in italics, in text I, the material which does not occur in text 
Ilfl, and in the text II b those elements which are common to both books 
are placed in a different position. 
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I (k. B. C.): And he said unto them: “I have greatly desired to eat 
this Passover with you before I suffer, for I say unto you, I will 
eat it no more until it be fulfilled in the Kindom of God.” And 
taking a cup, having pronounced the blessing, he said: “Take this 
and share it among yourselves, for I declare unto you, I will no 
more drink of the fruit of the vine until the Kingdom of God be 
come.” And taking bread, having given thanks, he brake it and 
gave it to them, saying: “This is my body given for you ; do this in 
remembrance of Me,” and {with) the cup {he did) the same after supper , 
saying : “This cup {is) the new covenant in my blood which is shed for you” 

II a (D. a. d. ff 3 . i. 1 .): And he said unto them: “I have greatly 
desired to eat this Passover with you before I suffer, for I say unto 
you, I will eat of it no more until it be fulfilled in the Kingdom of 
God.” And taking a cup, having pronounced the blessing, he said: 
“Take this and divide it among yourselves, for I say unto you, I will 
no more drink of the fruit of the vine until the Kingdom of God 
be come.” And taking bread, having given thanks, he brake it 
and gave it unto them, saying: “This is my body.” 

Ilb (Syriac-Sinaitic version): He said unto them: “I have greatly 
desired to eat the Passover with you before I suffer, for, I say unto 
you, henceforth I will not eat of it until the Kingdom of God be 
come.” And taking (the) bread, having given thanks over it, he 
brake it and gave unto them, saying: “This is my body which I give 
for you, do this in remembrance of Me.” And, after supper, holding 
{taking) the cup and having given thanks over it , he said : “ Take this and 
divide it among yourselves. This is my blood, the new covenant. I say 
unto you , indeed , henceforth I will no more drink of this fruit until the 
Kingdom of God be come” 

I la, 6, r, d , e y by various methods, displacements, or omissions, 
reduce to unity the two cups of the text I; thus they make the 
narrative agree with the other accounts in the New Testament 
and with the liturgical practice. This is one reason for regarding 
text I as primitive. 

To this conclusion we might oppose that to which we have 
been led by the analysis of the text of Luke. The tradition 
which we see Luke has followed agrees in fact with the text Ila, 
with the one exception of the command to repeat the rite, 
which, in any case, we must regard as a secondary addition. 
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Here there seems to be an argument favourable to the primi¬ 
tive character of the text IItz, which is admitted by editors 
like Westcott and Hort, B. Weiss, Blass, and by a large number 
of critics (as, for instance, Johannes Weiss, Nestle, Zahn, 
Wellhausen, Loisy, Lietzmann, etc.). The verses 196-20 would 
then have been added under the influence of the text of the 
First Epistle to the Corinthians. Although the fact that in Luke 
the command to repeat the rite is absent with reference to 
the cup constitutes a difficulty, we would doubtless have 
accepted this interpretation if the evidence had been confined 
to the texts I and II a. But in my opinion the existence of the 
texts 116 , c , d , e } constitutes a decisive objection. Actually these 
texts can only be explained by starting from text I. The hypo¬ 
thesis which would have to be constructed in order to derive 
text I from 11 a, then the texts 6, c, d , e , from I, would be too 
complicated to be probable, and the date to which we would 
have to assign the composition of the text I would scarcely 
agree with the secondary character which we must assign to 
it. For further details on the discussion of text II, see Eucharistie , 
pp. 108-117. 


Appendix III. The Absence of an Account of the Last 
Supper in the Fourth Gospel 1 

The Fourth Gospel does not contain an account of the Last 
Supper, although the narrative of the last evening of Jesus is 
more developed than that of the Synoptic Gospels, and although 
John certainly had views concerning the Eucharist which were 
similar to those of the earlier evangelists. The way in which 
he makes Jesus insist that in order to have life it is absolutely 
necessary to eat the flesh of the Son of Man and to drink his 
blood (vi. 48-58) is typical in this respect. The absence of 
an account of the Last Supper cannot be explained by 2 the 
accidental loss, of a page, since there is no trace of a join or 

1 Maurice Goguel : Sources , pp. 55 f. 

1 As has been suggested by Spitta: Z • Gesch. u. Lit . d. Urch ., I, Gottingen, 
! ^ 93 j PP- *87 ff* Since then Spitta has rejected this explanation, but he 
has not suggested another to take its place ( Das Jfohannes-Evangelium als 
Quelle der Geschichte Jesu, Gottingen, 1910, pp. 341 ff.). 
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of a gap in the narrative of John, and the place where the 
account of the Communion should be found is not empty, but 
is occupied by the incident of Jesus washing the feet of the 
disciples (xiii. 1-11). Certain critics 1 have thought that John 
had said enough about the Eucharist in chapter vi, and that 
therefore he did not feel it necessary to return to the subject 
in the account of the last evening of Jesus on earth. But the 
problem is raised precisely because he mentions it in chapter vi 
and not in chapter xiii. Bernhard Weiss and Zahn 2 3 4 * * * suggest 
that John may have felt that the accounts of the Synoptic 
Gospels and of Paul were sufficient. But if this were so, why 
did they not also simply omit the whole story of the Passion? 
Bruno Bauer, and after him Heitmiiller ,3 have seen in the 
silence of John a protest against the chronology of the Synoptic 
Gospels, but this hypothesis cannot be maintained unless there 
were in the Synoptic narrative some details giving to the meal 
a Paschal character, which, as we have seen, is not the case. 

The incident of the washing of the feet (xiii. 1-11) is a 
representation or an allegory of the Communion. It is an 
artificial account which is only the translation into action of 
the saying which Luke attributes to Jesus during the course 
of the last evening: “I am among you as one that serveth” 
(xxii. 27). The statements of Jesus about the importance of 
the act which he is doing, and the command to repeat it with 
which it is accompanied, have not given birth in the Church 
to a veritable sacrament of the washing of the feet, but only 
to a liturgical custom. 4 The statement of Jesus that they will 
not understand his gesture until later shows that it has a 
mysterious meaning: the washing of the feet is a purification 
which is complementary to that of baptism. All this leads us 

1 Renan, pp. 302,387. Oskar Holtzmann : Leben Jesu , p. 67. Jean Reville : 

Q-E. , p. 237. 

3 B. Weiss: Johev. (Meyer, II 8 ), Gottingen, 1893, p. 469. Zahn: Ev . d. 
Joh ., Leipzig, 1908, p. 566. 

3 B. Bauer: Kritik der Evangelism und Geschichte ihres Ursprungs , III, p. 195. 
Heitmuller: Schr ., IV, p. 143. 

4 Saint Augustine seems to have been familiar with a custom of the feet- 

washing on Good Friday (cf. Tschackert: art. Fusswaschung , R.E. , VI, 

p. 325), but the custom does not appear formally until the second half of 

the eighth century in the Mozarabic Liturgy (cf. Dom Leclerq,: art. 

Lavement des pieds, D.A.C.L., VIII, c. 2004 ff.). 
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to think that it represents the Eucharist. This substitution has 
been made because, in the mind of the fourth evangelist, the 
glorification of the Christ is the condition of his redemptive 
action. This is the meaning of the episode of xix. 34, where 
after he has died there flow forth from his side blood and 
water, symbols of the Eucharist and of Baptism. For the 
evangelist this episode has evidently a special significance, 
since he insists on the veracity of the witness who reports it. 
We may compare with this the passage in the First Epistle of 
John, which insists on the fact that Jesus came by water and 
by blood (1 John v. 6-7). 


CHAPTER XVII 


THE STORY OF THE PASSION 


I. The Character of the Passion Narrative 

Originally the Passion narrative was complete in itself. It 
seems probable that it was the first section of the Gospel 
story to be committed to writing, on account of its importance 
for the faith and for the proclamation of the Christian 
message. 1 It opens with a chronological note: “After two 
days was the Feast of the Passover and of unleavened bread” 
(Mark xiv. i). This statement is not directly connected with 
anything which precedes it. 2 

The fact that the Passion narrative is more logical and 
coherent than the other parts of the Gospel story is not because 
its author was concerned with matters of history, but simply 
because the elements which form the narrative are not isolated 
incidents (like a parable, or an account of a healing, or a 
discourse) but parts of a whole, whose significance is absolutely 
dependent on their relation to the whole. No part of the 
Gospel narrative has been more influenced by the doctrine 
of the Church than the story of the Passion. The early Christians 
could not and did not even attempt to make a distinction 
between the fact of the death of Jesus and its religious signifi¬ 
cance; instinctively, when they told the story of the death 

1 Cf. Gal. iii. i. 

2 Matthew (xxvi. 1-2) has tried to combine the narrative of the Jerusalem 
ministry and that of the Passion by giving to the latter an introduction 
peculiar to this Gospel: “And it came to pass, when Jesus had finished all 
these sayings, he said unto his disciples, Ye know that after two days is 
the feast of the Passover and the Son of Man is betrayed to be crucified. ,, 
Then follows the account of the council of the Jewish authorities. In John, 
the beginning of chapter xiii is also definitely a beginning: “Now before the 
feast of the Passover, when Jesus knew that his hour was come that he 
should depart out of this world unto the Father . . .” However, the indica¬ 
tions given inxi. 55 (the Passover of the Jews being near), and in xii. 1 (six 
days before the Passover), reveal the writer’s desire to connect the story of 
the Passion with that which precedes it. 
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of Jesus 1 they tended to express their own faith. They also 
took infinite pains to prove that the death of Jesus had been 
foretold in the Old Testament. In no other part of the New 
Testament has the interpretation of prophecy exerted a deeper 
influence than in the story of the Passion. 2 3 


II. Jews and Romans 

Many factors have influenced the Gospel story; in the case 
of the Passion narrative, however, another element—which 
has little or no influence on the rest of the Gospel story—must 
be taken into account. When we compare the four records of 
the trial of Jesus we see that one idea which is definitely 
suggested in Mark is emphasized far more strongly in Matthew 
and in Luke, and above all in John .3 The idea is this: that 
although it is true that Pilate passed sentence on Jesus and 
actually carried it out, it was the Jews who were responsible 
for his death, that it was they who forced the Procurator to 
condemn him to death; indeed, that Pilate would have released 
him if his hand had not been forced by the Jewish authorities 
and by the angry mob which they had stirred up by their 
suggestions. Mark mentions Pilate’s effort to give Jesus the 
benefit of the special pardon granted to some criminal at the 
time of the Passover (Mark xv. 6 f.); he notes that Pilate 
knew that the Jews had delivered him up “for envy” (xv. 10). 
Luke emphasizes this point and makes Pilate declare to the 
high priest: “I find no fault in this man” (xxiii. 4), and in 
the episode of Barabbas he says quite plainly that Pilate wished 

1 The influence of the form of worship upon the narratives of the Passion 
has been studied by G. Bertram : Leidensgeschichte. His theory contains 
a good deal of truth, but it is developed in too systematic a manner, and 
on many points it assumes that the form of worship has influenced the 
narrative at a time when we do not know what was the form of Christian 
worship then in use; also it does not take into account sufficiently the 
direct influence that the narrative, or rather the remembrance of the 
facts which they relate, has had upon the cult itself. 

2 On this point, see the studies of K. Feigel and K. Weidel, quoted above 
(p. 175, n. 1). 

3 On this, see my study: Juifs et Romains darts V his to ire de la passion, R.h.r., 
LXII, 1910, pp. 165-182, 295-322. 
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to release Jesus (xxiii. 20). When the Jews refused to listen to 
this proposal, he makes Pilate reiterate his declaration of the 
innocence of Jesus: “Why, what evil hath he done? I have 
found no cause of death in him 5 ’ (xxiii. 22). In the account 
in Matthew, Pilate’s wife sends him an urgent warning even 
while he is actually on the judgment seat: “Have thou nothing 
to do with that just man: for I have suffered many things 
this day in a dream because of him” (xxvii. 19); and when 
the Procurator pronounces the sentence he washes his hands 
before the people, saying: “I am innocent of the blood of this 
just person: see ye to it.” To which the crowd replies: “His 
blood be on us and on our children” (xxvii. 24-25). In John, 
Pilate formally declares twice over the innocence of Jesus 
(xviii. 38, xix. 6), and it is still more evident than in the 
Synoptic narrative that in condemning Jesus to death he is 
yielding to the pressure of the people, and to the fears that 
he might be accused at Rome for not being “Caesar’s friend,” 
because he had released an aspirant to the royal power 
(xix. 12). 

As time went on this tendency increased. In the Gospel of 
Peter Pilate washes his hands, just as in the Gospel of Matthew, 
but it is added that neither Herod nor the Jews washed their 
hands, and that it was Herod who pronounced and carried 
out the sentence (1-2). The narrator emphasizes these details 
by saying that when Joseph of Arimathea went to ask for the 
body of Jesus, Pilate sent him on to Herod (3-4). 

Later, still more weight was laid upon the testimony given 
by Pilate to the innocence of Jesus. Tertullian says that he 
was jam prosua conscientia christianus ( Apol ., XXI); Origen (Contra 
Celsum , II, 34) asserts that it was the Jewish authorities rather 
than Pilate who sentenced Jesus to death, and in the De 
Principiis (IV, 8) he uses this phrase: “The Jews nailed him to 
the cross.” The Epistle of Barnabas, Melito of Sardis, Aristides, 
Irenaeus, and others 1 use terms which, although they do not 
actually say that it was the Jews who condemned and crucified 
Jesus, at least suggest that they were entirely responsible for 
his death. 


1 See the passages collected by W. Bauer : L.J ., nt. Ap pp. 199 ff. 
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There are several reasons for the growth of this tendency to 
absolve the Romans and Pilate of the responsibility for the 
death of Jesus, and to throw the entire blame for it upon the 
Jews. First of all, it reflects the fact that the real cause of the 
Passion was the hostility of the Jewish authorities towards 
Jesus; it is also due, however, to the opposition which existed, 
from the very earliest days of the life of the Church, between 
Jews and Christians. Very naturally, the Christians would 
think that as the Jews were their sworn foes, they must also 
have been the enemies of their Master; on the other hand, 
they would naturally conceive the Roman attitude towards 
Jesus to have been the one to which they were accustomed: 
a somewhat contemptuous indifference. 1 They would also see 
an analogy between the rejection of the Gospel by the Jews 
and the rejection of Jesus himself. From another point of view, 
the tendency to relieve the Romans of responsibility was due 
to a necessity of apologetics. The One whom the Christians 
presented to the world as the messenger of God and the 
Saviour had been sentenced to death by a Roman tribunal. 
This fact created difficulties for the preaching of the Gospel 
in the Roman world, for it might give the impression that to 
be converted to the Christian Faith meant taking the side 
of a rebel, and therefore to be in revolt against the Imperial 
authority. Hence the Christians were anxious to prove that 
the Procurator who had sent Jesus to execution had been 
convinced of his innocence, and that he had publicly announced 
that he had been forced to yield to the irresistible pressure of 
the populace and of the Jewish authorities. Christianity was 
not always in conflict with the Roman Empire. Before the 
moment when the conflict broke out of which the Johannine 
Apocalypse (Book of Revelation) remains the typical docu¬ 
ment (especially in its thirteenth chapter), a conflict which 
was to last until the time of Constantine, there was a period 
in which Christianity was definitely loyal to the Empire, 
and regarded the Roman power as a power established 

1 This was naturally only in the very early days, while Christianity was 
still, in the Empire, confounded with Judaism, and enjoyed the privilege 
of being treated as a religio licita . There was no persecution of the Christians 
until the Jews, by their complaints, had succeeded in persuading the Roman 
authorities that Christianity was not a Jewish sect. 
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by God in order to maintain order in the world. (Cf. Rom. 
xiii. 1-7.*) 

The existence of a friendly attitude towards the Romans within 
primitive Christianity explains some of the modifications in 
detail to which the Passion narrative was subjected from Mark 
to John and even to pseudo-Peter. The question therefore 
must be faced: was this influence already present in the Marcan 
narrative? And can it be that all the other passages which 
mention the part played by the Jews and Romans respectively 
have been altered by this idea? Careful examination of this 
question is all the more necessary because the manner in 
which the Gospel narratives present the part played by the 
Sanhedrin and by Pilate in the trial of Jesus are not free from 
inconsistencies and obscurities, and do not seem to be in accord 
with the legal administration of Palestine under the govern¬ 
ment of the Procurators. 

The main theme of the Gospel record is this: Jesus is arrested 
on the initiative of the Jewish authorities. It is they who 
decide to take action against him (Mark xiv. 1-2*-), who 
receive with joy the proposal of Judas, which will make it 
easier for them to carry out their plans (Mark xiv. 10-11*). 
It is they who send to Gethsemane a band of men armed with 
swords and staves (Mark xiv. 43*). When Jesus is arrested, 
he is brought before the high priest. The Sanhedrin assembles, 
interrogates Jesus, and after it has extracted a declaration from 
him, the members of the Council declare unanimously that he 
is worthy of death (Mark xiv. 53, 55-64*). In the mind of the 
narrator this amounts to a death sentence. Immediately after 
the sitting of the Sanhedrin Jesus is actually treated not as 
an accused person, but as a condemned criminal. This is 
manifested in the scene of the outrages which he suffers at 
the hands of the agents of the Sanhedrin and the servants of 
the high priest (Mark xiv. 65*). The Synoptic Gospels do 
not say why the sentence which has just been pronounced is 
not carried out immediately. It does not seem doubtful that 
the reason why the Roman trial follows the Jewish trial is, 

1 On this point compare my study entitled: Les Chretiens et VEmpire romain 
& Vepoque du Nouveau Testament , Paris, 1908. 
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according to them, that which is suggested by the Fourth 
Gospel, when the Jews say to Pilate (who advises them to try 
Jesus themselves): “It is not lawful for us to put any man to 
death” (John xviii. 31). It seems strange that the Jews need 
to remind the Procurator of the limits which the Roman power 
has placed to their rights; it is no less strange that the Synoptic 
Gospels do not explain clearly the necessity for the second 
trial, when we cannot suppose that they were writing for 
readers who were familiar with Palestine affairs. Thus the 
source followed by Mark may have presented the report of 
the two trials in a different way from that in which the 
evangelists understood it, or it may not have explained it at 
all. In any case, so far as the evangelists are concerned, their 
theory is pure conjecture. 

When Jesus appears before Pilate, the Jewish authorities, 
the chief priests, and the elders of the people play the part of 
accusers, and, supported by the fanatical crowd, force the 
Procurator to pass the sentence of death (Mark xv. 1-15*). 

This arrangement of the Gospel records raises two questions. 
First of all, is it a unity? that is, can it contain all the elements 
of the story? Further, does it agree with what we know 
about the legal administration of Palestine in the time of 
the Procurators? 

In John’s account of the arrest of Jesus, both at the beginning 
and at the end, he mentions the presence of the cohort and 
of the centurion. “Judas, taking the cohort and the agents of 
the chief priest and the Pharisees . . .” (xviii. 3). 1 “The cohort, 
the centurion and the agents of the Jews seized Jesus, bound 
him, and led him away” (xviii. 12). The philo-Roman tendency 
being still stronger in the Fourth Gospel than in the Synoptic 
Gospels, it is impossible to suppose that the cohort and the 
centurion have been introduced into the narrative by John. 2 

1 The English version (A.V.) reads: “Judas then, having received a band 
of men and officers from the chief priests and Pharisees . . .” (xviii. 3). 
“Then the band and the captain and officers of the Jews took Jesus, and 
bound him . . .” (xviii. 12).—(Translator.) 

2 Several attempts have been made to suppress or reduce the contradiction 
which seems to exist on this point between the Johannine evidence and 
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Thus we must admit that he is here following a source which 
mentioned a collaboration between the Jews and the Romans, 
or which may have mentioned the Romans only. The Jews 
will have been added by the evangelist under,the influence of 
the Synoptic narratives. 

We shall have to return to these hypotheses later. A priori , 
however, it seems very unlikely that the Jews and the Romans 
would have co-operated to arrest Jesus. Whether that be so 
or not, if the Romans did proceed to arrest Jesus, or if they 
merely collaborated, the initiative, or at least part of the 
initiative, must be assigned to them. In consequence, the 
Gospel narrative which attributes this initiative wholly to the 
Jews is a biassed perversion of the primitive tradition. 

If the trial before Pilate had taken place under the con¬ 
ditions described by the evangelists, it would have been of a 
very special character. Pilate would not have had to condemn 
or acquit Jesus, but merely either to ratify the sentence passed 
by the Sanhedrin or to forbid its being carried out. Now, in 
the whole account of the Roman trial there is no allusion 
whatever to the Jewish trial, nor to its conclusion. In the 
two instances the accusation is not the same. Before the 
Sanhedrin Jesus is accused of blasphemy, which is a religious 
crime; before Pilate he is charged with wishing to make 
himself king of the Jews. It is of course true that the two 

that of the Synoptic Gospels. Zahn (Ev . Joh ., p. 609), for instance, thinks 
that the cohort did not take part in the arrest, but that it only came to the 
place in order to intervene if necessary. There is nothing to show that this 
was so, and besides, if this theory were correct, then it would imply that 
the Jews had already come to an understanding with Pilate before Jesus 
was brought before the Roman tribunal. Loisy ( Quatr . £v. 2 , p. 453) argues 
against the historicity of John’s remark by saying that a cohort would 
be a very large detachment of men to be sent to arrest one man, even 
though he was surrounded by some of his disciples, and that if Jesus had 
been arrested by the cohort he would have been brought before Pilate 
at once, and not before the Sanhedrin. But John may have said “the 
cohort” when he really meant “a detachment of the cohort.” For the 
second point, see further on, pp. 481 f., 511 f. Loisy (cf. also Spitta : D. Johev ., 
p. 361) explains the Johannine text by the anxiety of the chronicler to 
bring into the narrative of the arrest of Jesus all the earthly powers ranged 
against him (an idea which we meet in Acts iv. 27). But that would go 
right against the tendency which was so strongly marked in him, to 
insist that Pilate was well disposed towards Jesus. 
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accusations are not wholly unconnected. The second, how¬ 
ever, might be understood as a transposition of the first into 
language intelligible to a Roman. But in the hypothesis before 
us there seems no necessity for such a transposition. If the 
course of events was such as is here described, Pilate would 
not have needed to enquire whether Jesus had committed 
acts which could be punished by Roman law; all he would 
have had to do would have been to find out whether he had 
really committed offences which were punishable under the 
Jewish law, and then see that they were correctly applied. 
In this case, however, there is no question of a Jewish sentence 
sanctioned by the Roman authority, but both the sentence 
and the execution were carried out by the Romans in accord¬ 
ance with Roman Law. 

One of the leading ideas in the Gospel story of the Roman 
trial is the passionate clamour of the Jewish populace for the 
death of Jesus. In the Gospel of Luke, however, there is a 
trace of a tradition which contradicts this idea. When Jesus is 
being led away to be crucified, Luke says: 

And there followed him a great company of people, and of women, 
which also bewailed and lamented him. But Jesus turning unto 
them said, Daughters of Jerusalem, weep not for me, but weep for 
yourselves and for your children. 

This is followed by a prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem 
which ends thus: 

If they do these things in a green tree, what shall be done in the 
dry? (Luke xxiii. 27-32). 

After Jesus has drawn his last breath, again Luke says: 

And all the people that came together to that sight, beholding the 
things which were done, smote their breasts and returned (Luke 
xxiii. 48). 1 

Thus a tradition existed according to which the death of 
Jesus was felt by the people as a disaster. Thus the general 

1 We should also note that Luke does not say, like Matthew and Mark, 
that the crucified Jesus was insulted by the passers-by. 
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scheme of the narrative, which seems to have been that of the 
evangelists, is not developed in a logical manner; here and 
there in their record we can discern elements which imply 
differing traditions about the trial of Jesus. 

Does the theory of the two trials harmonize with what we 
know of the legal administration in the time of the Procurators? 
Mommsen 1 says quite definitely “Yes.” He believes that, in 
essentials, the Marcan narrative is accurate ( katim betrilbt). In 
his opinion Jesus was sentenced by the Sanhedrin in regular 
order, but that he had to appear before Pilate because, although 
in accordance with the principles of their policy in dealing 
with conquered peoples they had allowed the Jewish legal 
system to remain in existence, the Romans, in order to avoid 
the Sanhedrin becoming the tool of an anti-Roman policy, 
had reserved to themselves a right of control by taking away 
from them the right to pass capital sentences without the 
approval of the Procurator. 

In the work Sanhedrin (I, 180, 37. Strack-Billerbeck, I, 
p. 1027), an anonymous baraita says that “forty years 2 before 
the destruction of the Temple the right of pronouncing capital 
sentences was taken away from Israel .”3 It does not seem 
necessary to take this piece of evidence quite literally. 4 The 

1 Mommsen: Die Pilatus-Aden, Z.N.T.W., III, 1902, pp. 199 f. Lietzmann 
(Bemerkungen zum Prozess Jesu , II, JV. T. W. , XXXI, 1932, pp. 81 ff.) 
admits that, although it may seem very improbable, we cannot entirely 
reject the view of Schlatter and of Joachim Jeremias, namely, that the 
priest’s daughter may have been executed during the reign of Agrippa I 
(41-44). 

2 This figure must be regarded as approximate only. 

3 The Talmudists connect this fact with what is said in Sanhedrin , 41a, 
and other passages (cf. Strack-Billerbeck, I, p. 1000), who say that 
forty years before the destruction of the Temple the Sanhedrin ceased 
to meet in the Temple and that it held its sittings in the bazaars. “This 
means,” says R. Izchak, “that the members of the Sanhedrin no longer 
gave sentence in criminal cases.” 

4 Did those who edited the passages with which we are dealing feel con¬ 
cerned to show that a Jewish tribunal could not be made responsible for 
the death of Jesus? We note that, by forty years before the destruction of 
the Temple, an epoch is suggested which corresponds approximately to 
that of the trial of Jesus. I hesitate to regard the statement about the right 
of pronouncing judgment in criminal cases as dictated by apologetic 
considerations, since in the same work, Sanhedrin (see above, p. 72), it is 
said that before the sentence passed on Jesus was carried out the sentence 
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right which had been taken away from the Sanhedrin was 
not the right of passing capital sentences but that of carrying 
them out without a preliminary approval by the Romans. 
Until the eve of the war, instances occurred in which Jewish 
sentences were pronounced and carried out. Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Zadok, who died before 130 of our era, tells that when 
he was a child he was present at the execution of the daughter 
of a priest, who was burned alive because she had been con¬ 
victed of adultery (, Sank ., 7, 2, 526). 1 Josephus (G.J. II, xi. 6, 
If 220) says that until Cuspius Fadus and Tiberius Alexander, 
that is to say, until the year 48, the Procurators did not disturb 
the Jewish customs. After that date the Roman administrators 
did not alter the legal system itself, but from time to time 
they would interfere, and irritate the feelings of their 
subjects. 

Regnault 2 has opposed the theory of Mommsen by dwelling 
on the difficulties which would have been introduced by the 
system of having two trials in direct succession, in cases where 
the Jewish law and the Roman law did not impose the same 
penalty, or did not agree on the nature of a crime or a mis¬ 
demeanour. From this he concludes that when the adminis¬ 
tration of the Procurators was established the jurisdiction of 
the Sanhedrin must have been forbidden in the sphere of 
criminal law. 

This objection would carry weight only if the control of 
the Procurator could be conceived solely in the form of a 
Roman trial, independent of the Jewish trial, and following 
it. But this system would have led to the actual suppression 
of national Jewish institutions, and this would have been 
contrary to the policy of the Roman Empire. The Procurator 
simply had to assure himself that the rules of the Jewish Law 
were being correctly applied, and to see that the Sanhedrin 

was made known publicly, and plenty of time was allowed for evidence 
in defence of the prisoner to be procured. In this passage, which is designed 
to exculpate the Jewish judges, it is not said that they had no right to 
pronounce a capital sentence, or that it was Pilate who sentenced Jesus 
to death. 

1 Quoted by Juster: Les Juifs dans VEmpire romain , Paris, 1914, II, p. 138, 
n. 1. 

2 Regnault: Une province procuratorienne au debut de l'Empire romain. Le 
prods de JSsus-Christ , Paris, 1909, pp. 64 ff. 
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did not use the power which had been left in its hands as a 
weapon against the Roman administration. 

To the argument from theory Regnault adds an argument 
from fact. Josephus (A.J., XX, 9, 1, 200-203) reports that 

in 62, between the death of Festus and the arrival of his 
successor Albinus, the high priest Ananias assembled the 
Sanhedrin and brought before it James the brother of Jesus 
and some other individuals, who were condemned to death 
and executed. Certain Jews went to meet Albinus and accused 
the high priest of having acted illegally, and the Procurator 
admitted that their complaint was well founded. Regnault 
concludes from this that the Sanhedrin could not be assembled 
without the consent of the Procurator, and that therefore it 
was no longer an independent tribunal. But, as Juster, in 
particular, has proved, 1 the narrative of Josephus contains 
certain inaccuracies. Between the death of Festus and the 
arrival of his successor there cannot have been a real lapse 
of the Roman authority in Jerusalem. If it had really been 
illegal to call the Sanhedrin together, Albinus (knowing what 
we do of his character) would most certainly have exercised 
his prerogative and have imposed certain penalties. Probably 
all that he said was that it would have been more fitting to 
await his arrival instead of hurrying the matter through with 
the approval of the sentence of the Sanhedrin by the acting- 
governor. 

No one would dispute the fact that until the destruction of 
Jerusalem the Sanhedrin remained the competent authority 
in all matters of secondary importance. It cannot always have 
been easy to see in advance whether a case was going to be 
sufficiently serious for the Sanhedrin to know whether the 
penalty it would inflict would be within its powers or not. 
There is only one possible and logical solution, and it is this: 
that the Sanhedrin had preserved intact the right to judge a 
case, but that the capital sentences which it might pronounce 
could not be carried out before they had received the approval 
of the governor. 

The approval necessary for the carrying out of the sentence 
imposed by the Sanhedrin did not mean that a Roman trial 
had to follow a Jewish trial, or that a Roman penalty was 
1 Juster: Les Juifs dans VEmpire romain , II, pp. 141 ff. 
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added to the Jewish penalty; the case of James and that of 
the priest’s daughter, reported in the work entitled Sanhedrin , 
prove this. 1 Thus Mommsen’s theory about the legal system 
in Palestine in the time of the Procurators seems to be well 
founded. The condemnation of Jesus by the Sanhedrin, fol¬ 
lowed by the approval of the Procurator, seems to have been 
theoretically possible. There are, however, two reasons which 
prevent us from thinking that this was the actual course of 
the trial of Jesus. The first is this: the Roman trial, as it is 
described in the Gospels, is not represented as the control of 
the Jewish trial but as a second trial, quite independent of the 
first one, on an entirely different charge. The second is that 
the penalty inflicted is Roman and not Jewish. 

Although the Sanhedrin was competent to try Jews who 
did not possess the rights of Roman citizenship, its jurisdiction 
did not annul or limit the jus gladii , which was one of the 
prerogatives of the Procurators. 2 The governor retained the 
right to prosecute, to try, and to execute whom he would. 
The trial of Jesus could have been conducted solely under the 
orders of the Procurator, on his own initiative, without any 
intervention on the part of the Sanhedrin at all, or with a 
merely semi-official consultation with this tribunal or with 
some of its members. 3 

It may be of interest to enquire in what way Christian tradition 
outside the Gospels4 represented the circumstances of the death 
of Jesus. 

1 We do not take into account here the stoning of Stephen, for it is not 
clear whether Stephen was stoned at the end of an official trial or during 
an outbreak of popular violence. 

2 Josephus: G.Jf., II, 8, i, Tf 117. Mommsen: Rom . Staatsrecht , I, 3, pp. 136- 
161; III, pp. 127 ff. 

3 The possibility of such a consultation is established by the account in 
Acts (xxii. 30 f.), according to which the tribune Claudius Lysias, after he 
had arrested Paul at Jerusalem, called the Sanhedrin together in order 
to gather information from it which he needed in order to send in his 
report to Felix. 

4 We are only mentioning here the Christian tradition, for the non- 
Christian evidence about Jesus is too general to give us any real informa¬ 
tion. Tacitus, for instance, says that Pilate crucified Jesus, but that does 
not give us any definite information regarding the authority which pro¬ 
nounced the sentence on Jesus. We do not know whether it was Pilate who 
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In the First Epistle to the Thessalonians (ii. 14-16), referring 
to the difficulties and annoyances which the Christians had to 
undergo at the hands of their heathen compatriots, the apostle 
Paul expresses himself thus: 

For ye, brethren, became followers of the churches of God which 
in Judaea are in Christ Jesus: for ye also have suffered like things 
of your own countrymen, even as they have of the Jews: who both 
killed the Lord Jesus and their own prophets, and have persecuted 
us; and they please not God, and are contrary to all men: For¬ 
bidding us to speak to the Gentiles that they might be saved, to 
fill up their sins alway: for the wrath is come upon them to the 
uttermost. 

The words: “The Jews killed the Lord Jesus,” cannot be taken 
quite literally, since the penalty of crucifixion was a Roman 
form of execution. Paul is not giving an account of the facts, 
but he brings a charge against the Jews simply from the point 
of view of their moral responsibility. He cannot have meant, 
actually, that the Jews hindered him from preaching the 
Gospel; he must be thinking of the difficulties and hindrances 
which they have placed in his way by their intrigues. 

In the First Epistle to the Corinthians (ii. 6-8) Paul speaks 
of the crucifixion of Christ by “the princes of this world,” 
that is, by the spiritual powers which inspire earthly authorities. 
This passage, taken by itself, can be reconciled just as well 
with the hypothesis of the crucifixion of Jesus by the Romans 
as with that which says that he was put to death by the Jews. 

The passage in the First Epistle to Timothy (vi. 13), which 
speaks of the “good confession witnessed by Christ Jesus before 
Pontius Pilate,” gives an example to the Christians who are 
summoned before a pagan tribunal, rather than an exact 
account of the conditions under which Jesus appeared before 
Pilate. Finally, in the book of Revelation, with reference to 
the parousia of the Lord, these words occur: “Every eye shall 
see him, and they also which pierced him: and all kindreds 
of the earth shall wail because of him” (i. 7). Here there is the 
idea of the Christ appearing at the end of time to confound 
all those who were responsible for his death, that is, all the 

passed the sentence or whether he simply carried out the sentence passed 
by the Sanhedrin. 
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tribes of the earth. This is not an historical tradition but a 
dogmatic opinion. 

In the book of the Acts, in general the Jews are held respon¬ 
sible for the death of Jesus, and some very definite statements 
(if they might or could be taken literally) would seem to 
indicate -that it was they who crucified Jesus. 1 But other 
passages, belonging to the same stage of tradition, show that 
the author of the Acts is only thinking of their moral respon¬ 
sibility, as, for instance, in this phrase in a sermon by Peter: 
“God . . . hath glorified this Jesus whom ye delivered up, and 
denied him in the presence of Pilate, when he was determined 
to let him go” (iii. 13-15; cf. vii. 52). 

The examination of the Christian tradition outside the 
Gospels brings out the fact that it is far more interested in 
the question of the moral responsibility for the death of Jesus 
than in that of the circumstances under which this sentence 
was passed. This explains why the evangelists did not attempt 
to give a very exact record of the actual events. 


III. Who Took the Initiative in the Proceedings 
Against Jesus? 

The Synoptic Gospels and the Fourth Gospel both mention 
the conditions in which the Jewish authorities make the final 
decision to kill Jesus. 

After two days [says Mark] was the feast of the Passover, and of 
unleavened bread. And the chief priests and the scribes sought 
how they might take him by craft, and put him to death. But they 
said, Not on the feast day, lest there be an uproar of the people 
(xiv. 1-2). 2 


1 For instance, iv. 10: “Jesus the Nazarene, whom ye crucified”; v. 30: 
“Jesus, whom ye slew and hanged on a tree.” 

2 Matthew (xxvi. 1-5) develops the brief statement of Mark somewhat 
further. He begins his narrative by a declaration of Jesus about the proximity 
of the Passover and the necessity for the crucifixion of the Son of Man 
at that moment, and he transforms what in Mark seems to be a simple 
conversation into a council which is held in the court of the high priest. 
The text of Luke (xxii. 1-2) does not mention the desire to act without the 
knowledge of the people. Luke has omitted this detail, because it did not 
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The chronological note with which this statement begins is 
difficult to reconcile with that which follows, and must be 
assigned to the editor. Further, the words, “they sought,” 
do not refer to any precise moment, and only show the state 
of mind of the Jewish authorities. Matthew has made his 
account more definite by alluding to a meeting at the house 
of the high priest. In its most ancient form this tradition bore 
witness only to the intention of the Jewish authorities to kill 
Jesus and to their resolve to avoid doing anything which might 
lead to a riot. 

The statement of John (xi. 47-53, 57) is more detailed. When 
the Pharisees learn of the Raising of Lazarus and of the 
impression which this has produced upon the Jews, they call 
the Sanhedrin together. The question before them is this: 
“This man doeth many miracles. If we let him thus alone, all 
men will believe on him, then, they said, the Romans will 
come and take away both our place and nation.” Caiaphas, 
the high priest for that year, 1 declares that it would be better 
that “one man should die for the people . . . that the whole 
nation perish not.” The evangelist notes that this declaration 
was really inspired by the Holy Spirit, due to his official 
position as the high priest that year, but that in reality Jesus 
did not die only for the people, but “that he should gather 
together in one the children of God that were scattered abroad.” 
Thus the decision is taken to have Jesus killed. 

The following verses tell that Jesus could no longer show 
himself in public, but that he went to Ephraim near to the 
wilderness until the time when the Feast of the Passover was 
nigh; people were asking: Will he come up to the Feast or 
not? for, says verse 57, “both the chief priests and the Pharisees 
had given a commandment, that if any man knew where he 
were, he should show it, that they might take him.” 

seem to him possible to reconcile it with the role attributed to popular 
pressure in the account of the Roman trial. Luke certainly knew the text 
of Mark, of which in his narrative there still exists a relic in the words: 
“for they feared the people,” which do not actually belong to the phrase. 

1 It is not permissible to translate rov eviavrov ekbIvov by “at that 
moment,” in order to make the text agree with the fact that the high priest 
was not elected for a year, but, in principle at least, for life. 
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There is an appreciable difference between verse 53 and 
verse 57. In verse 53 the decision is only taken in principle. 
With verse 57 we are in the presence of a first attempt to 
carry it out, with an order of arrest issued against Jesus. 
The difference is not so great that it would be impossible to 
assign verses 46-53 and 57 to the same tradition. The measure 
to which allusion is made in verse 57 has its natural place as 
the result of the decision in principle mentioned in verse 53. 

Without waiting to discuss the fact that in this statement 
there are elements which do not show a very exact knowledge 
of the organization of the Sanhedrin, we must call attention 
to the obscurities it contains. The Jews admit that Jesus works 
miracles which give him a great influence over the masses. 
How then can they dream of treating him as though he did 
not possess great supernatural power? It is also surprising 
that a series of miracles is mentioned when all that has just 
been described is the Raising of Lazarus. The allusion to the 
miracles must be assigned to the evangelist. Probably the 
source only mentioned the popularity of Jesus, but, as the 
evangelist implies that the teaching of Jesus has been mis¬ 
understood and rejected, he has to bring in the miracles to 
explain why the people were so greatly attached to Jesus. 

According to John, the members of the Sanhedrin were not 
only anxious because they were afraid that the influence of 
Jesus might endanger their own, but also because they feared 
lest his popularity should become the cause of the pretext 
for an intervention on the part of the Romans. What are we 
to think of this suggestion? There is some agreement with 
that which is reported in vi. 15. After the feeding of the multi¬ 
tudes the enthusiastic crowds wanted to take Jesus by force 
and make him king. Is it possible that something similar may 
have happened in Judaea? Can we imagine that at Jerusalem, 
as in Galilee, the disciples of Jesus had dreamed of seeing 
him set at the head of a Messianic movement, and had perhaps 
tried to force him into it? The conjecture would be plausible, 
for Jesus may have been misunderstood in Jerusalem as well 
as in Galilee. But this hypothesis is not necessary. The Jews 
may have been afraid that if they allowed the influence of 
Jesus to increase, a moment might come when he would take 
advantage of the tide of popular feeling and place himself at 
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the head of a political movement which was not yet even on 
the horizon. On the other hand, there may be a far simpler 
explanation: they may have feared lest the Procurator should 
become alarmed by the growing authority of a prophet and 
that he might intervene with measures which might involve 
others than those who were directly implicated, of which in 
any case it would be impossible to foresee the consequences. 
They may have also been afraid that, quite unjustly, they 
would be held responsible for a popularity which they had 
vainly tried to prevent. Their fears were certainly not futile. 
To be convinced of this we have only to remember how, 
when the preaching of John the Baptist had been merely 
apocalyptic and in no way Messianic in the political sense, 
the mere fact that he exercised a real influence over the people 
was enough to make Herod decide to have him killed. No 
more than this was needed to call forth the intervention of 
the Procurator. It would have been quite enough for him to 
think that Jesus might prove dangerous, for him to give orders 
to put him out of the way. In the eyes of Pilate the life of a 
Jew was not of great importance. The Sanhedrin may have 
feared, or feigned to fear, that the authority of Jesus would 
increase, and that Pilate would be led to take action against 
him which might recoil upon the Jewish authorities them¬ 
selves. Thus they may have decided to take the initiative, 
and either to take action against Jesus themselves or to provoke 
the Procurator to take action against him. 

The preceding observations do not make it certain that 
this was the actual course of events; they only prove that 
there is no impossibility in assuming that the account given 
in John may be reliable, or, at least, that the original form 
of the narrative which forms the basis of this story may be 
reliable. 

The evangelist, who insists frequently on the settled hostility 
of the Jewish authorities towards Jesus, cannot have invented 
the idea that they decided to act against him in the interests 
of the people as a whole. The tradition from which this idea 
is drawn reveals a tendency which is not mentioned elsewhere, 
and is one which especially contradicts the dominant character 
of the Johannine narrative: that of exonerating the Jews to 
some extent, by pointing out that they did not wish to act 
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save in the higher interests of the people. Such a tradition 
must be archaic; we cannot imagine that it would have been 
created before the time when the establishment of the mission 
to the Gentiles made it necessary to place the Romans outside 
the whole incident as far as possible. The account of the 
council of the authorities therefore cannot be regarded as a 
simple development of the shorter statement in Mark. In 
reality the two statements are very different. In John there 
is a council and the decision is made. The tradition followed 
by Mark merely states the hostility of the Jewish authorities 
towards Jesus and their intention to manipulate the feelings 
of the people. The Johannine account explains—although 
possibly in a rather incomplete way—the events which fol¬ 
lowed; in Mark’s account the explanation is more apparent 
than real. 

The fourth evangelist places the decision of the Jewish 
authorities before the moment of Jesus’ return to Jerusalem, 
on the eve of the Passover. This would explain the swift 
development of subsequent events. 

We have seen how, at the close of the stay of Jesus in Jeru¬ 
salem, a bitter conflict broke out between him and the Jewish 
authorities, provoked by the position which he had adopted 
towards Judaism. At that moment the opposition of the 
authorities seems to have been due to reasons of a religious 
and theological order. In the account in chapter xi there is 
no mention of such reasons. Does this fact shake one or other 
of the two theses which we have tried to discern? We do not 
think so. The Jewish authorities may quite well have had a 
double motive in taking action against Jesus, or the members 
of the Sanhedrin, while determined to act against Jesus because 
they saw in him a blasphemer, may have put forward a 
different motive in order to be more certain of attaining their 
end. 

The Sanhedrin may have feared that if they condemned 
Jesus as a blasphemer, they would not easily obtain the ratifi¬ 
cation of the Procurator, or that, by the steps they would be 
obliged to take, they might provoke the partisans of Jesus to 
intervene, and thus cause a disturbance among the people, 
eventualities which it was in their own interest to avoid. Thus 
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the Jews may have decided to give their action a different 
motive. 

There is a positive reason for thinking that this was the 
actual course of events. We can only touch upon this here 
by anticipating what will be said in the following chapters. 
From the very outset the proceedings against Jesus were not 
purely Jewish in character, since the Roman cohort was 
present when Jesus was arrested. Thus Jesus was not arrested 
for blasphemy but as an agitator, or as a person who might 
furnish a pretext for, or become the occasion of, a political 
agitation. Thus the account in John does not wholly explain 
why Jesus was arrested. The tradition recorded by him may 
have been invented in order to conceal the real reason for 
the arrest. We shall see that the narrative of his appearance 
before the Sanhedrin cannot be regarded as fictitious. Jesus 
did actually appear before the Jewish authorities and was 
judged by the Sanhedrin to be guilty of blasphemy and worthy 
of death. The only possible way to reconcile the data, which 
we are led to retain as historical, consists in admitting that 
the arrest ordered by Pilate was provoked by the Jews, but 
that Pilate, who was on bad terms with the Jewish authorities, 
was able to insist, although he followed their suggestions, that 
they should not lead him into a trap, and that after they had 
forced him to condemn Jesus to death he took care that they 
should not incite the people to rise against him, or that they 
would not go to Rome to accuse him of having shed the blood 
of an innocent man. In order to be reassured he insisted on 
an explicit statement from the Sanhedrin. 

This hypothesis assumes that the decision taken by the 
Jewish authorities to kill Jesus was not followed (as John says 
it was (xi. 57)) by the order to arrest him as soon as they 
knew the place of his retreat, but by conferences with the 
Procurator. There is at least an indirect trace of these con¬ 
ferences in the fact that, according to Mark (xv. 2), when 
Jesus was led before Pilate the latter questioned him without 
the Jewish authorities having given him an account of the 
matter or having formulated any charge against him. 1 If 

1 Luke (xxiii. 2) has evidently felt this to be curious, and he has added a 
little introduction in which he says that the members of the Sanhedrin 
accuse Jesus of stirring up the people, of hindering them, from paying 
tribute to Caesar, and of declaring himself the Messiah, that is, the King. 


482 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

tradition has not preserved any direct recollection of an 
understanding between the Jewish authorities and Pilate, this 
may be explained, on the one hand, by the tendency of the 
tradition to reduce the part of Pilate to a minimum, and, on 
the other, also by the fact that the conferences between the 
Sanhedrin and Pilate must have taken place in secret. The 
Christians may have suspected this when they noticed how 
the course of events developed. If they did not guess it, this 
would be because their thoughts about the story of the Passion 
were not concerned with discovering the actual course of the 
events themselves, but with their desire to discover their 
meaning. They were not concerned to probe into the immediate 
causes of these events, but to discover their moral causes. 
These they found in the opposition provoked by the teaching 
of Jesus among the Jewish authorities, and in the hatred they 
bore him. Christian tradition has not been deceived in seeing 
in their hostility the cause of the arrest of Jesus, of his trial 
and the sentence of death. It has only overlooked one detail, 
which it has not perhaps even perceived, of which in any 
case it has not seen the part it played in the story, and that 
is that they found the instrument which they needed to accom¬ 
plish their end in the susceptibilities of the Roman authorities, 
the instrument which they needed, if they were to attain 
their end. 


CHAPTER XVIII 


THE NIGHT OF THE ARREST 
I. Jesus and His Disciples 

During the course of the evening, after supper, Jesus left the 
upper room to go to the Mount of Olives. At that moment his 
mind was obsessed by the thought of the dangers which 
menaced him, and his trouble was increased by the feeling 
that he could not be absolutely certain of the loyalty of his 
disciples. On the way through the city he said to them: 1 
“All ye shall be offended (that is, you will cease to believe in 
me) because of me this night, for it is written: I will smite the 
shepherd and the sheep shall be scattered” (Zech. xiii. 7), 
then, following a rhythm which often occurs in the Gospel 
story, when, after the announcement of a defeat there comes 
the announcement of a compensation, he adds: “But after 
that I am risen I will go before you into Galilee.” 1 Peter 
protested that even if all the others were disloyal he would 
remain faithful. “And Jesus saith unto him, Verily I say unto 
thee, That this day, even in this night, before the cock crow 
twice,3 thou shalt deny me thrice.” Peter protested all the 
more vehemently that even if he had to die with him he would 
not deny him. “Likewise also said they all” (Mark xiv. 26-31*). 

In this account we can distinguish the following elements: 

(i) An announcement that the disciples would be scattered, 
in which it is not certain whether it was presented originally 
as the fulfilment of a prophecy; 

(ii) A saying about a return into Galilee, conceived in the 
present version as a prophecy of the Resurrection; 

(iii) An announcement of the denial of Peter, made in 
response to a presumptuous assertion of the apostle. 

■ Luke (xxii. 31-34) places the equivalent of these words before the moment 
when Jesus leaves the upper room. 

* The word irpodga) may mean: “I will go before you,” or, “I will gather 
you together by going before you as your leader.” The allusion to this 
word in xvi. 7 shows that Mark understood it in the former sense. 

3 Matthew does not mention that the cock crowed twice. 
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These three elements appear to be logically connected; this, 
however, is not sufficient to convince us that their connexion 
may not be due to an editorial combination. 

The announcement that the disciples will be scattered is 
perfectly intelligible during the course of the last evening. 
It is not directly essential to the way in which the flight is 
narrated further on, hence it is not necessary to regard it as a 
prophecy which was introduced into the narrative later on. 
The quotation from the Old Testament which accompanies 
it reveals the intention of modifying the guilt of the apostles 
by showing that their scattering formed part of the divine 
plan. 1 At this point, then, we can see that an editor has 
intervened. 

Johannes Weiss 2 has suggested that the phrase about returning 
to Galilee may be a relic of a tradition which said that Jesus 
foresaw a crisis, after which, he promised, he would gather 
his disciples together in Galilee. From the philological point 
of view this interpretation is possible, but in the present state 
of the documentary evidence it seems impossible to imagine a 
situation in which such words could have been uttered, with 
the meaning which Weiss suggests. This does not prove, of 
course, that such a situation could not have existed. But it 
would be more than strange if the recollection of this situation 
had been so completely ousted by an entirely different view of 
the Jerusalem ministry that a relic of it should have subsisted 
in the supposition that Jesus would return to Galilee as the 
leader of his disciples. Hence it is impossible to explain this 
saying in any other sense than th&t given in Mark, not to 
regard it as anything more than an editorial element intended 
to prepare the way for the account of an appearance of Jesus 
in Galilee. 


1 The same tendency is visible in Luke, who does not directly mention 
the flight, and in John, who covers it by a saying of Jesus to those who 
are arresting him: “if therefore ye seek me, let these go their way,” and 
John adds: “That the saying might be fulfilled which he spake, Of them 
which thou gavest me have I lost none” (xviii. 8-9). 
a Joh. Weiss: Das Urchristentum , Gottingen, 1919, p. 12. 
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The character and the origin of the announcement of 
Peter’s denial raise a more delicate question, which must 
be examined later. 

According to Luke (xxii. 31-34), it is to Peter only that Jesus 
speaks: “Simon, Simon, behold, Satan hath desired to have 
you, that he may sift you as wheat: But I have prayed for 
thee, that thy faith fail not, and when thou art converted, 
strengthen thy brethren.” The mention of the denial is con¬ 
nected with Peter’s declaration that he is ready to go with 
Jesus to prison and to death. 

This story is not a unity. The words of Jesus addressed to 
Peter are an exhortation to vigilance, not an assertion that 
Peter will deny him, and it is strange that the prayer of Jesus 
for Peter that his faith should not fail should be immediately 
followed by the statement that his faith will fail. The con¬ 
tradiction is modified by the allusion to the part which Peter 
will play later on, but it is not concealed, and it is possible 
to trace, behind the text of Luke, a tradition according to 
which Jesus, speaking of the crisis which was about to begin, 
told Peter that, sustained by the prayer of his master, he 
would be able to strengthen his brethren. 

In Luke the only trace which remains of an allusion to the 
scattering of the disciples is in the fact that Jesus says: “Satan 
. . . desired to have jam,” whereas he appears to be addressing 
Peter only. 

In the account of the arrest, Luke does not say, like the other 
evangelists, that the disciples leave Jesus and flee. He does not 
ignore this fact, however, since from the moment of the arrest 
the only disciple whom he mentions is Peter, in the story of 
the denial. 

In the Fourth Gospel, as in Luke, Jesus foretells Peter’s denial 
(xiii. 33-38) during the course of the Last Supper. Jesus tells 
his disciples that he is going to leave them. “Whither I go ye 
cannot follow me now.” Then Peter asks: “Whither goest 
thou?” and Jesus replies: “Whither I go thou canst not follow 
me now, but thou shalt follow me afterwards.” This allusion 
to Peter’s martyrdom is intended to diminish the guilt of the 
apostle. In its present form the Johannine narrative could 
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only have been composed at a rather late date. Peter replies: 
“Lord, why cannot I follow thee now? I will lay down my life 
for thy sake. 55 It is then that Jesus says: “Wilt thou lay down 
thy life for my sake? Verily, verily, I say unto thee, the cock 
shall not crow till thou hast denied me thrice. 55 

Corssen 1 has observed that in this instance the disciples 
know that Jesus is alluding to his death, whereas later on, 
when Thomas says: “Lord, we know not whither thou goest 55 
(xiv. 5), they seem to have entirely failed to grasp this. John 
must, therefore, be depending on an earlier tradition, which 
is, in any case, very similar to that of Mark. 

Thus in this narrative two strands of different traditions are 
mingled: on the one hand, there is the tradition represented 
by Mark, in which, in response to a presumptuous assertion 
of Peter, Jesus tells him plainly that he will deny him; on the 
other hand, there is the tradition of which Luke has retained 
some elements, combined with an account which is inspired 
by Mark, in which Jesus announces to the apostle that he will 
have to strengthen his brethren. Obviously these two traditions 
refer to the very same situation; hence it is impossible to 
retain both by saying that they belong to different points in 
the narrative. We must choose between them. The tradition 
peculiar to Luke is so clearly the reflection of the part which 
Peter actually played that its formation can be explained 
without difficulty. 

The agreement between the words of Jesus announcing Peter’s 
denial and the incident which is described immediately after¬ 
wards, is so complete that from the literary point of view the 
two sections cannot be regarded as independent of each other. 
Either the denial was described because Jesus had foretold it 
or it has been put into the mouth of Jesus because it actually 
happened. At first sight this second explanation seems to have 
the most to recommend it, for it is difficult to conceive that 
tradition could have invented a story in which the leader of 
the group of the Twelve would appear in such an unfavourable 
light; thus the majority of critics consider that this settles the 
question. The matter is, however, not so simple as it appears. 

1 Corssen: Die Abschiedsreden Jesii im vierten Evangelium , jV*. T.W., VIII, 
1907, p. 142. 
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The second hypothesis does not suggest that the story is a 
pure invention, since it argues that the story of the denial 
arose out of a saying of Jesus. 

The episode is incorporated into the story of the appearance 
of Jesus before the Sanhedrin; the way in which this is done is 
far from natural. It raises many difficulties, psychological as 
well as textual; indeed, it is hard to understand how it was 
that the primitive tradition could have preserved the recollec¬ 
tion of such a tragic incident without feeling any need to 
explain the fact that, after such a terrible fall, Peter was able 
to play such a leading part during the period which immediately 
followed the death of Jesus. The whole question bristles with 
difficulties which need to be examined in detail. 1 

According to the three Synoptic Gospels (Mark xiv. 54, 
66-72*), when Jesus is led away by those who have arrested 
him, Peter follows at a distance, and then enters the court of 
the high priest where he seats himself by the fire with the high 
priest’s servants. Thus Mark and Matthew introduce a story 
without narrating its conclusion; this they do later on, after 
they have described the appearance of Jesus before the San¬ 
hedrin, and the scene of the insults offered to him; they do 
not say definitely when the incident happened, and they 
introduce it very abruptly into the narrative. Luke narrates 
the whole story at once. He could not do otherwise, since he 
places the session of the Sanhedrin in the morning. His 
dependence on the tradition of Mark is shown by the fact that 
he also does not place Peter’s first denial at his entry into the 
courtyard, but later, at a moment which is not specified. A 
woman servant charges Peter with having been in the company 
of Jesus; he gives an evasive reply (Mark, Matt.), or a denial 
(Luke). After that, Mark and Matthew say that Peter goes 
off into the entrance to the courtyard, into the TTpoavXiov . 2 
It is there that, according to the first two Gospels, the second 
denial took place. According to the narrative in Mark, the 
same woman servant says to those who were standing round: 
“This is one of them!” that is to say: “He belongs to this 
group of the followers of Jesus,” an expression which is slightly 

1 For further details, see my study: Did Peter Deny His Lord? A Conjecture. 
The Harvard Theological Review , XXV, 1932, pp. 1—27. 

2 Mark adds that at this moment the cock crows. 
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surprising, since Jesus alone is prosecuted. Peter denies the 
fact, though it is not said what words he used. Here, therefore, 
there is no distinct development in the story. In Matthew, it is 
a different servant who interferes and says: “This fellow was 
also with Jesus of Nazareth!” Here Peter’s denial is more 
explicitly stated. “He began to curse and to swear, saying, 
I know not the man.” 

According to Luke, the second scene takes place at the same 
spot, and in the presence of the same spectators as the first. 
Doubtless Luke thought it curious that Peter, after he had 
been in the entrance to the courtyard, should be found later 
on in the central court. Here it is a man who says: “Thou art 
also of them,” and the apostle replies: “Man, I am not.” 

According to Mark and Matthew the third denial takes place 
immediately after the two first; an hour later, in Luke’s 
account. In Luke’s narrative the story begins at the moment 
when Peter enters the courtyard; it cannot be ended, however, 
until the cock crows. Mark and Matthew do not say definitely 
where the third denial took place. Peter is questioned by the 
spectators, or, according to Luke, by one of them only. This 
time the charge is made in a more assured manner and is 
supported by the fact that the man who accuses Peter sees 
that he is a Galilean. In the narratives of Matthew and Mark, 
Peter asserts with oaths that he does not know Jesus. In Luke 
he merely says: “Man, I know not what thou sayest.” Just 
after Peter has said this, the cock crows (“for the second time,” 
says Mark). 1 Peter then remembers the words of Jesus, and he 
goes out and weeps bitterly. 

In John (xviii. 15-18, 25-27), as in Matthew and Mark, the 
story is cut into two parts, which form the setting of the 
questioning of Jesus by the high priest. The incident is described 
far more clearly: Peter follows at some distance with another 
disciple whose name is not given. 2 This disciple is a friend of 
the high priest; he has freedom of access to the house. He goes 
into the courtyard and then asks the portress to allow him to 
admit his friend Peter as'well. It is at this moment that the 
portress says to Peter: “Art thou not also one of this man’s 

1 Luke adds that the Lord Jesus turned and looked at Peter. 

2 It seems clear that in the mind of the evangelist this is John. 
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disciples?” and Peter replies: “I am not.” After Jesus has been 
questioned before the Sanhedrin the story is continued as 
abruptly as in Mark. The two other denials are briefly narrated. 
Someone says to Peter: “Art not thou also one of his disciples?” 
and he denies it saying: “I am not.” Then another man looks 
at Peter curiously—this time the questioner is a relative of the 
man whose ear Peter had cut off in the Garden of Gethsemane 
—and says: “Did I not see thee in the garden with him?” 
Peter again denies the accusation, and “immediately the 
cock crew.” 

The Johannine narrative is thus more coherent and more 
natural than those of the Synoptic Gospels; why is this? Is it 
due to the fact that John was able to draw upon a tradition 
which Mark either did not know at all, or which he only knew 
in a different form? 1 Or, can it be that he was very conscious 
of the confusions in the Synoptic narrative, and that he was 
trying to eliminate them? This hypothesis seems most im¬ 
probable, for John does not usually take any trouble to see 
whether his narrative is coherent or not. John has a different 
aim than that of making the story more clear. He assumes, and 
this is certainly not historical, that a disciple of Jesus stood at 
the foot of the cross (xix. 26), and this fact is for him of primary 
importance, because it makes it possible for him to introduce 
the witness to the water and the blood, symbols of Baptism 
and the Eucharist, which broke forth from the side of Jesus 
(xix. 34-35) when it was pierced by the soldier’s lance. The 
idea that this disciple was a friend of the high priest may be 
designed to explain the presence of this disciple. 

The difficulty which seems to be cleared away by the inter¬ 
vention of this anonymous disciple may very well be only 
apparent; we do not know to what extent the gate to the 
courtyard of the high priest was guarded, or whether it may 
have been possible for someone who was neither a Temple 
servant nor a servant of the high priest to have slipped into 
the courtyard without being observed, under cover of the 
excitement caused by the arrest of Jesus. 

The nameless disciple and Peter also appear together in the 
account of the visit to the tomb after Mary Magdalene has 

1 As Joh. Weiss believes (Aelt. Ev p. 307), and as I have said myself: 
Sources, pp. 82 ff. 
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found it empty (xx. 3-10). It is said of “that other disciple” 
that “he saw and believed.” The same is not said of Peter; 
thus the sight of the empty tomb was not sufficient to convince 
him of the reality of the Resurrection. This suggests that in 
this respect the nameless disciple is superior to Peter. The 
introduction of this figure into the story of the night at the 
palace of the high priest may have been suggested by the same 
consideration. 

The fact that John’s narrative, like that of Mark, is cut into 
two parts establishes a direct relation between them. In John’s 
narrative the division takes place after, and not before, the 
first denial. If Mark had known of this arrangement he would 
not have reduced the first part of the story to the level of an 
introduction which has neither meaning nor interest in itself. 
The fact that Luke gives a unified account does not prove 
that his story was based on a different source from that of 
Mark, for the idea of uniting the two elements of the narrative 
in the second Gospel was one which might very easily occur 
to the mind. Further, Luke was obliged to do this, because 
he places the appearance before the Sanhedrin in the early 
morning and not during the night. 

There is therefore no trace of a form of tradition in which 
the account of Peter’s denial was not already combined with 
that of the appearance of Jesus before the Sanhedrin. But the 
connexion between the two sections is artificial. They are 
related to each other by a method which is identical with 
that which Mark uses in chapter iii (20-35) to connect two 
sections of a different origin: the accusation of madness 
launched against Jesus by his own relatives, and the statement 
of the Pharisees that he casts out demons by Beelzebub, the 
prince of the demons. We may therefore assume that Mark— 
or the author of the Passion narrative which follows—knew 
the story of the denial of Peter as an isolated fragment, and 
that he tried to insert it into the story of the events of the 
night in the palace of the high priest. 

The story of Peter’s denial raises various psychological and 
textual difficulties. It is difficult to understand how it was that 
Peter, after he realized that he had already been very indiscreet, 
stayed in the courtyard instead of going away at once. The 
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fact that after the first denial Peter goes out into the vestibule 
also seems to suggest that he was about to leave the building. 
This difficulty might be resolved by assuming another and 
earlier tradition which might have contained only one denial. 
The two others might then be explained as due to the existence 
of several parallel traditions which maintained a separate 
existence instead of being fused into one. Another and more 
serious difficulty, however, has still to be faced: Peter is 
supposed to have denied his Master, and the tears which he 
shed on leaving the courtyard of the high priest’s palace are 
supposed to have been sufficient to abolish the consequences 
of this fault and this lie. 1 No one is astonished, apparently, 
that the very moment the group of the disciples of Jesus is 
reconstituted, Peter plays a leading part in it. At a time when 
discipline was so strict that it was believed that the deceitful 
couple, Ananias and Sapphira, were punished with death 
(Acts v. 1-11), no one seems to have thought that the 
cowardice and lying of Peter might have disqualified him for 
leadership. Also, would not Paul, in whose interest it was to 
weaken Peter’s authority in the eyes of the Galatians, in their 
hesitating state of mind, and who speaks out very plainly 
about what he calls (unjustly) his hypocrisy at Antioch 
(Gal. ii. 11 f.), have laid stress on the weakness of the apostle 
whom the Judaizing missionaries set up against him? 

Thus there are serious difficulties in the way of accepting 
the story of the denial as historical. They are not counter¬ 
balanced by those which assume that tradition created a 
legend attributing to the leader of the Twelve such an unfor¬ 
tunate attitude. There must be something, therefore, to account 
for the formation of the story. This “something” is a saying 
of Jesus blaming Peter for his presumption, and, if not announc- 

1 It is true that commentators, with rare exceptions (for instance, Spitta : 
Die Auferstehung Jesu , Gottingen, 1918, p. 18) believe that in reporting 
the interview between the Risen Jesus and Peter, after which the Master 
confides to his disciple the mission to feed his sheep (John xxi. 15-17)? the 
author of chapter xxi of John (without doubt the editor of the Gospel) 
intended to convey the rehabilitation of Peter. But the story contains no 
allusion either to the denial or to any forfeiture of confidence as the 
result of it. In the conclusion, Jesus does not give to Peter the apostolic 
authority which he is supposed to have lost, but he confides to him a 
special mission, that of governing the Church. 
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ing it positively, at least hinting at a defection on his part. 
It would be impossible for tradition to believe that anything 
which Jesus foresaw could not have been fulfilled; thus there 
grew up the idea that Peter denied his Master. Once this idea 
was established, it is not astonishing that a story should have 
been invented relating in what circumstances and in what 
way this incident took place. 

Under these conditions, the historicity of the saying of 
Jesus may be retained, and that of the denial rejected. 


II. Gethsemane 

When Jesus left the upper room, he set out for the Mount of 
Olives. John (xviii. 1-2) says that he stopped at the foot of 
the hill, on the other side of the brook Cedron, in a garden 
to which he often went with his disciples. Luke speaks more 
definitely of his habit of spending the night on the Mount of 
Olives (xxii. 39; cf. xxi. 37). Markjxiv. 32) and Matthew 
(xxvi. 36) alone mention the name of Gethsemane. It has no 
symbolical or allegorical significance. 1 It cannot be assumed 
that it belongs to a secondary stage of tradition, since at this 
point in the story the evangelists would take the utmost care 
to say at what precise spot the scenes of the Agony and the 
arrest of Jesus took place. Indeed, it was not until the fourth 
century that there was any interest in this question at all. 
Thus the name of Gethsemane must have been present in the 
primitive tradition. Luke does not mention it because he was 
writing for readers outside Palestine; possibly John omitted 
it because the scene of the Agony did not harmonize with his 
Christology. 

According to Mark (xiv. 32-42) and Matthew (xxvi. 36-46), 
whose accounts do not differ much, save for some slight 
variations in style, when Jesus arrived at the garden of Geth- 

1 Various derivations have been suggested for this name. The choice may 
lie between “press of the signals” (which would refer to the custom to 
which the Talmud bears witness of giving the signal for the new moon by 
lighting fires on the Mount of Olives) or “oil-press.” For the discussion 
of this subject, as well as of the traditions relating to the site of Gethsemane, 
see Abel. II, pp. 301 ff. Dalman: Itin., pp. 420 ff. 
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semane he took with him Peter and James and John, and asked 
them to watch with him. Passing through a moment of anguish 
and despair he went further on, fell on his knees and prayed: 
“Father, if it be possible, remove this cup from me. Neverthe¬ 
less, not what I will, but what Thou wilt.” Then he came back 
to Peter and his companions and found them asleep. He 
reproached Peter for being unable to watch one hour with 
him. The same scene is repeated a second and a third time. 
Then Jesus wakened his disciples, saying to them ironically: 
“Sleep on now and take your rest. It is enough, the hour is 
come; behold, the Son of Man is betrayed into the hands of 
sinners. Rise up, let us go; lo, he that betrayeth me is at 
hand.” 

In Luke (xxii. 40-46) the arrangement of the story is simpler. 
Jesus leaves all his disciples together when he goes away to 
pray. His prayer does not remain without response. An angel 
appears from heaven to strengthen him. Being in an agony, 
he prays more earnestly, till his sweat is like drops of blood 
falling upon the ground; 1 then he rises from the ground 
and goes to his disciples, whom he urges to pray in order that 
they may not fall into temptation. 

It is not necessary to assume that Luke knew the episode in 
Gethsemane in a different tradition from that used by Mark. 
The fact that Jesus leaves all his disciples together when he 
goes away to pray eliminates a confusing statement in the 

1 Verses 43-44 (the appearance of the angel and the bloody sweat) are 
lacking in several cases in the textual evidence (c<. A. B. N. R. T. W. 13-69, 
124, 788-826, 579 f. sy s . sa. bo. Cyril, Athanasius, Ambrose). Among 
critics opinion about the authenticity of these two verses is greatly divided. 
Keim, Tischendorf, Blass, Holtzmann, Pfleiderer, Harnack, W. Bauer, 
are in favour of their authenticity. On the contrary, Westcott and Hort, 
Bernh. Weiss, Merx, Gregory, Wellhausen, reject it. In my opinion these 
verses are genuine, for at a comparatively late period, when the idea of 
the divinity of Christ was definitely established, Jesus would not have 
been represented as being overwhelmed to the point of needing to be 
strengthened by an angel. One section of the evidence for the text (without 
verses 43-44) is Egyptian, and would date from the time of the Athanasian 
orthodoxy; it may have been under the influence of this orthodoxy that 
these verses were omitted. Their authenticity is confirmed by the fact that 
John knew the incident of Gethsemane and the angel (see p. 494). 
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Marcan narrative, in which it is said that Jesus rejoins his three 
intimate friends but not the eight others. The episode of the 
angel is intended to show that the prayer of Jesus was not 
left unanswered. It expresses something which was implicit 
in the Marcan narrative, where there is a great contrast, 
which is certainly intentional, between the anguish in Geth- 
semane and the fortitude which Jesus reveals at the moment 
of his arrest. This detail having been introduced, however, 
the story could not be prolonged; the mention of a second and 
a third prayer would only have weakened it. 

John has regarded the incident of Gethsemane as incompatible 
with his Christology. But he must have known of it. At the 
moment of his arrest Jesus exclaims: “The cup which my 
Father hath given me, shall I not drink it? 55 (xviii. n). A 
still more direct trace of the incident appears in the section xii. 
27-30 : Jesus, after he has spoken of the necessity for and the 
fruitfulness of his death, exclaims: “Now is my soul troubled.” 
This is a direct allusion to the language used by Mark, but 
John does not admit that Jesus asked to be delivered; he 
makes him say: “What shall I say? ‘Father, save me from this 
hour? 5 But for this cause came I unto this hour. ‘Father, 
glorify Thy name. 5 55 Here Jesus does not need to struggle in 
order to accept death. And the story closes with a feature in 
which it is easy to recognize the transposition of the story of 
the angel. A celestial voice declares: “I have both glorified 
it, and I will glorify it again. 55 Those who stood by were 
divided in their opinion when they heard this sound. Some 
said that it had thundered; others, that an angel had spoken 
to Jesus. He himself explains it thus: “This voice came not 
because of me, but for your sakes. 55 

It is impossible to discuss the historicity of a scene whose only 
witnesses were men who were at some distance and were 
asleep. This does not mean, however, that the incident of 
Gethsemane loses its value. The striking contrast between the 
trouble and the anguish of Jesus and the serenity which he is 
said to have manifested from the moment he was arrested 
prove that this tradition could only have been formed at a 
time when his friends still knew that when Jesus realized that 
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he was caught in a net from which it was impossible to escape, 
he passed through an experience of positive agony, and that 
he had to struggle in order to be able to accept what he 
believed to be the will of God. Although this incident cannot 
be regarded as literally accurate, on a higher plane it is true. 
In an admirable allegory it expresses what took place in the 
soul of Jesus. 


III. Judas 

The four Gospels are agreed in saying that Judas, 1 one of the 
Twelve, served as a guide to those who went forth to arrest 
Jesus. Thus he must have revealed to his enemies the place 
of his nocturnal retreat. 

Very early, legend became busy about the figure of Judas. 2 3 
Even in the New Testament we have two versions of the story 
of his death which cannot be reconciled with each other 
(Matt, xxvii. 3-10 and Acts i. 18-19 ),3 and we find attempts 
at a psychological explanation of his act which shows that it 
was not understood. The Synoptic Gospels say (Mark xiv. 
io-ii*) that he betrayed Jesus for the sake of a reward in 

1 The surname Iscariot is obscure. It is given in different forms, in different 
passages, and in different MSS. It may have been given to Judas during 
the ministry of Jesus in order to distinguish him from another apostle, 
Judas, son of James. The reading of MS. D. in John xii. 40 indicates that 
it means the man from Kerioth, a town or village to the south of Judaea 
(Buhl: Geographie des alten Paldstina , Freiburg im Br., Leipzig, Tubingen, 
1896, p. 182). Schulthess ( Die Sprache der Evangelien , ^.7V. T. W., XXI, 
1922, pp. 250 ff.) declares this statement impossible from the philological 
point of view. Adopting a suggestion already given by Wellhausen 
(Mk., p. 25), he reads “the sicaire ,” that is “the assassin.” He thinks also 
that Iscariot might mean “man of Sychar,” that is, a Samaritan, or “the 

man of Issachar” (because of the Testament of the Twelve Patriarchs , Issachar , 
I: “Because of the salary I have been named Issachar”). Cheyne (art. 
Judas , E.B., II, c. 2623) suggests tentatively that Iscariot may be a cor¬ 
ruption of Tepi%d)Tri<; , the man of Jericho. We may conclude, with Heit- 
muller (art. Judas , R.G.G., III, col. 795), that it is impossible to find any 
satisfactory meaning for the name Iscariot. 

3 Wrede: Judas Ischariot in der urchristlichen Ueberlieferung , in Vortrdge und 
Studien , pp. 127-146. 

3 They are not, however, absolutely independent of each other, since in 
both there is mention of a field acquired with the price of the betrayal 
which bears the name “field of blood.” 
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money, and Matthew, basing his story on a phrase in 
Zech. xi. 12, states that the price of the treachery was thirty 
pieces of silver. John (xii. 6) alludes to the same explanation, 
but at the same time he suggests another: at the moment 
when Jesus hands the sop to Judas Satan enters into him 
(xiii. 27). These explanations of the evangelists are only 
conjectures, for the motives of the act of Judas remain 
unknown, and the interviews which must have taken place 
between him and the Jewish authorities must have been 
secret. 

For various reasons the historicity of the betrayal has 
sometimes been doubted. 1 

The first reason is this: the impossibility of coming to a 
definite conclusion about the nature of the betrayal. This 
consideration, however, is one which ought rather to con¬ 
stitute a reason for maintaining the historicity of the incident. 
If it had been fictitious the whole incident would have been 
presented in a more concrete manner. The obscurity of the 
narrative is due to the fact that the events of the close of the 
ministry of Jesus are presented in the Gospels in a light which 
does not exactly correspond with the actual course of events. 
If the decision to arrest Jesus had been made without pre¬ 
paration, at a moment when Jesus was carrying on his 
public activity, it is difficult to understand in what way the 
intervention of Judas would have been either necessary 
or useful. It would have been sufficient to arrange to have 
Jesus followed by a few police officials in order to have him 
seized during the night. This would not be the case, how¬ 
ever, if Jesus had been in hiding near the city, and if he 
only returned to it for the Last Supper, with a great many 
precautions. 

Another argument which is often used is this: outside the 
Gospels and the Acts the treachery of Judas is not mentioned 

* For instance, Volkmar: Die Religion Jesu und ihre erste geschichtliche 
Entwickelung , Leipzig, 1857, PP- 260 ff. Weidel: St. u. Kr. y 1912, pp. 167 ff. 
G. Marquardt : Der Verrat des Judas Is chariot, eine Sage , Miinchen, igoo. 
G. SchlAger: Die JJngeschichtlichkeit des Verrats des Judas , £JV.TTF., XV, 
PP* 5 °~ 59 * Marg. Plath: Warum hat die urchristliche Gemeinde auf die 
Ueberlieferung der Judaerzdhlungen Wert gelegt? Z.N.T.W., XVII, iqi6, 
pp. 178-188. y 
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in the New Testament. 1 He is always mentioned as one of the 
Twelve (for instance, i Cbr. xv. 5 ; 2 Rev. xxi. 12-14), as though 
their circle had not been broken by the defection of one of 
them. Doubtless the editor of the Acts has tried to clear up the 
difficulty (i. 15-26) by recording the incident of the election 
of Matthias in place of Judas. But this is a later narrative, 
which.only shows that the fact upon which the critics have 
insisted was already perceived in the Early Church. This 
objection does not seem to be any more conclusive than the 
previous one, seeing that the idea of a group of twelve apostles 
is a later one, which, under the influence of the conflicts 
between the Pauline apostolate and the Jerusalem apostolate, 
was projected into the story of the life of Jesus. 3 

It is difficult to conceive hqw the tradition of the betrayal 
could have been invented without any historical basis. Weidel 
has suggested that it may have originated in the words of 
Psa. xli. 9: “Mine own familiar friend . . . which did eat 
of my bread, hath lifted up his heel against me.” But in this 
passage there is only the idea of hostility, not of treachery. 
Further, it is only in John’s account that this verse of the 
Psalm is quoted. Volkmar thinks that the legend of Judas 
was created in order to diminish the authority of the Twelve, 
and to make a breach in their circle, in order to allow the 
apostolate of Paul to be asserted. But the story of Judas has 
never been used against the Twelve, and although Paul 
claimed an authority equal to that of the apostles of Jerusalem, 
he did not demand a place in their group. 

The treachery of Judas has raised a problem for Christian 
thought which it has found very difficult and perplexing. 
How could one reconcile the foreknowledge attributed to 
Jesus with the fact that he admitted to the intimate circle of 
his friends one who was to betray him? In primitive Chris¬ 
tianity the story of Judas was a terrible scandal. 4 It was only 

1 In 1 Cor. xi. 23 Paul speaks of the night in which the Lord was delivered 
up. This may be an allusion to the betrayal. It is not certain, however, 
for it may also mean “in which he was delivered by God into the hands 
of his enemies.” 

2 Certain MSS. D. F. A. 464 lat. have corrected “to the Twelve” into “to 

the Eleven.” 3 See pp. 342 ff. 

4 And not only to Primitive Christianity, as is evidenced by this statement 
of Keim : “It would lift a very heavy burden from the heart of Christianity 
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included in the story because there were solid reasons for 
believing that it actually happened. 

We know too little to attempt a psychological explanation of 
this fact. The explanation suggested by the Gospels, that 
Judas betrayed Jesus for some personal advantage of his own, 
is hardly plausible. If Judas had been essentially a self-centred 
miser, would he have ever begun to followjesus at all? It has 
been suggested that he may have been deceived in his hopes 
by seeing that Jesus refused to enter on the path of political 
Messianism. 1 We might also assume that he wished to drive 
Jesus to the necessity for working some striking miracle. All 
these theories are mere conjectures, whose basis is so uncertain 
that it is not worth while spending time in discussing them. 

IV. The Arrest 

Mark (xiv. 43) and Matthew (xxvi. 47) relate that at the 
moment when Jesus went to rouse his disciples from slumber 
Judas appeared with a crowd armed with staves and swords, 
sent by the Jewish authorities. They imply, therefore, that these 
were Temple police, reinforced perhaps by some other men 
enlisted and armed in haste. Luke (xxii. 47) uses a term which 
is more vague, “a crowd” (o^Aos). John (xviii. 3; cf. xviii. 12) 
speaks of “the cohort,” or, more exactly, of a detachment of 
the cohort which proceeded to the arrest of Jesus. 2 

According to the Synoptic Gospels (Mark xiv. 44-45), Judas 
had arranged beforehand with the soldiers that he would 
give them a sign to show them the person they were to take 
into custody. So he approached Jesus to give him the kiss of 
friendship; at once the soldiers laid hands on Jesus. 

John, instead of giving the account of the treacherous kiss, 
sketches a little picture which is most characteristic. When 

if it could be proved that the betrayal of Judas did not take place, and that 
it is the product of the Christian imagination. Unfortunately,” he con¬ 
cludes, “this cannot be proved” (III, pp. 242 f.). 

1 Windisch : Der messianische Krieg und das Urchristentum, pp. 36 ff. 

2 P. 467 (n. 1 of p. 466). 
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Jesus sees the band of soldiers and Temple police approaching, 
he steps forward to meet them and says: “Whom seek ye?” 
They reply: “Jesus of Nazareth.” “I am he,” says Jesus. At 
once the men fall back and fall on the ground. Jesus repeats 
his question, and then he says: “I have told you that I am he: 
if therefore ye seek me, let these go their way” (xviii. 4-9). 
The aim of the evangelist is to show that Jesus gave himself 
up willingly into the hands of his enemies rather than that he 
was arrested by them against his will. The initiative belongs 
to him alone. If he only needed to speak, and the men fell 
to the ground, it would have been very easy for him to 
escape. 

One of the spectators draws his sword and strikes the servant 
of the high priest such a heavy blow that he cuts off his ear 
(Mark xiv. 47); Luke adds the detail that it was the right ear 
(xxii. 50). John says that the man who struck the blow was 
Peter, and that the name of the servant was Malchus 
(xviii. io-ii). According to Mark, the disciple’s action does 
not provoke any reaction on the part of Jesus. Matthew 
(xxvi. 52-54), 1 Luke (xxii. 51), and John (xviii. n) say that 
Jesus checks this show of resistance, and Luke adds that he 
cures the man who was wounded. We are here confronted 
with a typical example of the rapid evolution of tradition. 
The result of its development is not merely the introduction 
of fresh details into the story, but a more complete integration 
of the episode into the narrative as a whole. Matthew and Mark 
are content to place facts simply alongside of one another, 
and they place this detail at the moment when Jesus is already 
in the hands of the soldiers, that is to say, when it is too late to 
attempt to resist. Luke and John have transposed it, and have 
placed it before the actual moment of arrest. These facts 
make us doubt whether the incident of the blow with the 
sword was included in the tradition which was followed by 
Mark in the story of the arrest. It is a relic of a tradition which 
we are not able to reconstitute as a whole, and of which it is 
impossible to say whether it is based upon history or not. 

1 Matthew (xxvi. 53-54) adds that Jesus declares that he could call on 
his Father who would send to his assistance more than twelve legions of 
angels, but that the Scriptures must be fulfilled. 
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There is reason to doubt the historicity of the reproach 
which, according to the Synoptic Gospels (Mark xiv. 48-49*), 
Jesus addresses to those who arrest him: “Are ye come out 
as against a thief, with swords and with staves, to take me? 

I was daily with you in the Temple teaching, and ye took me 
not: but the scriptures must be fulfilled.” 1 This saying assumes 
the conception of the Jerusalem ministry which is outlined 
by the Synoptists, a conception which, as we have already 
seen, does not agree with the facts. The narrative of this part 
of the story ends both in Mark (xiv. 50) and in Matthew 
(xxvi. 56) with the flight of the disciples. 

Mark (xiv. 51-52) adds another detail: A young man was 
following Jesus clad only in a linen cloth. 2 3 4 The soldiers caught 
hold of him. But he left the cloth in the hands of the soldiers 
and fled from them naked. 

The words “followed with” 3 which the text uses, without 
saying with whom the young man followed, shows that the 
incident is drawn from a different version than that used by 
Mark. 

Some writers 4 have connected this detail with the words of 
Amos ii. 16: “And he that is courageous among the mighty 
shall flee away 5 in that day, saith the Lord.” This interpre¬ 
tation is, however, untenable, because there is no quotation 

1 In the Lucan narrative (xxii. 52) Jesus addresses his words to the chief 
priests, the Temple authorities, and the elders of the people. Their presence 
at the moment of the arrest is not mentioned at the beginning of the account. 
Thus we may regard this as improbable. 

* The text of the printed editions reads, in the majority of the MSS., 
7 TepifiepArj/iivos aivdova eni yvptvov , literally, “wrapped in a piece of 
material round a naked body.” The MSS. < 9 . 13-69-346, 565 eth. syP 
read, or imply, instead of iiri yvfivov, yvpvog, “clothed with a piece of 
stuff, naked,” which is hardly satisfactory. W. 1-118, 209, sy*• c. k. sah. 
read, or imply, simply: “clad in a piece of stuff.” It is this text which 
we regard as primitive. The word yvfivog, afterwards corrected to ivl 
yvfivov, must be due to some error in copying, which has confused this 
with verse 52. 

3 (tvvtjkoAovOei (n. B. C. L.) or ovvrjKoAovOrjoev {A) (followed with) is 
corrected to r)xoAovOei (followed) by D. I., etc., and to rjKoXovOrjoev by 
A. N., etc. 

4 For instance, Keim, III, pp. 318 f. S. Reinach: C.M.R ., IV, p. 168. 
Loisy: Syn ., II, p. 679. Klostermann: Mk ., p. 171. 

3 Text of Lucian; the others have “will be pursued.” 
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to indicate it, and also because, if the writer was thinking 
of the most courageous of Jesus’ followers, he would have 
mentioned the disciple who tried to defend Jesus with his 
sword. 

Many interpreters, as for instance Fr. Abel and Fr. Vincent, 1 
think that this was a young man who had been sleeping out 
in the Garden of Gethsemane, and who rose in haste on hearing 
the sudden commotion. Some suggest that, although no name 
is given, this may be the evangelist himself, John-Mark, the 
son of Mary. 2 This conjecture breaks down because the 
account of the arrest of Jesus is not that of an eye-witness. We 
are mistaken if we admit, on the basis of the most widespread 
version of the text, that the young man was clad merely in a 
piece of linen. The word yvfxvos sometimes means “an under¬ 
garment,” that is to say, “without a cloak” (t/xartov ),3 and 
it is probably the fact that some scribes have misunderstood 
the meaning of yvfivos in verse 52, which explains why they 
have introduced yv/j,vds or im yvfivov in verse 51. Thus it is 
impossible to draw the inference from the scanty costume of 
this person that he had risen in haste and had appeared from 
nowhere. In this incident we must see a fragment of a 
tradition—perhaps of that from which the episode of the 
blow with the sword is drawn—according to which the friends 
of Jesus tried to prevent his arrest. It is not the tradition which 
has created the idea of resistance, since it tries to show that 
Jesus accepted his fate without making any effort to escape. 
If the aim of the writer was simply to defend the apostles by 
showing that they did not flee until they had perceived that 
resistance was useless, the blow with the sword would not 
have been first of all attributed to some nameless individual, 
and it would not have been suggested that it was a young 
man, who did not belong to the circle of the Twelve, who was 
very nearly arrested with Jesus. 

* Abel, II, p. 303. 

2 Zahn: Einleitung in das Neue Testament , II, Leipzig, 1900, pp. 243 f. 
Swete: The Gospel according to Saint Mark 2 , London, 1905, pp. LXV, 354. 

3 P. Magd ., 6, 7. A passage in the Talmud ( Menachot , 44 a) quoted by 
Strack-Billerbeck (II, p. 51) calls a person naked who was without his 
mantle, though still clad in his robe with the regulation tassels. 
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V. Jesus Before the High Priest 1 

Immediately after his arrest Jesus is led before the high 
priest. At that time the high priest was Caiaphas. Matthew 
(xxvi. 3, 57) alone gives his name. According to the Synoptic 
narrative Jesus was led to the palace of Caiaphas 3 itself. 
The detail is probable, although we cannot be absolutely sure 
of the facts of the case, since this part of the narrative belongs 
to the section which includes the story of Peter’s denial, which, 
as we have seen, cannot be retained as historical. 

According to Mark (xiv. 55) and Matthew (xxvi. 59), the 
Sanhedrin assembled immediately. Although this is not 
explicitly stated, the narrative seems to imply that it was 
already assembled, waiting for Jesus to be brought before it. 
According to Luke (xxii. 66), the Sanhedrin did not assemble 
till the early morning. John (xviii. 19-24)3 does not mention 

1 The question of the trial of Jesus, and especially of the Jewish trial, 

has just been taken up by H. Lietzmann: Der Prozess Jesu S. B. A., 1931, 
XIV, pp. 310-322 (we quote from the special edition). Cf. Martin 
Dibelius: Das historische Problem der Leidensgeschichle , Z-N- T.W., XXX, 
193 1 5 pp. 193-201. Buchsel: Die Blutsgerichtbarkeit des Syne dr ions, Z-N.T.W., 
XXX, 1931, pp. 202-210. Lietzmann: Bemerkmgen zum Prozess Jesu , I, 
Z.N.T.W., XXX, 1931, pp. 211-215; II, £JV.r.lF., XXXI, 1932, pp. 
78-84. I have indicated ( A propos du proc&s de Jesus , T.W., XXXI, 

1932, PP* 2^9-301) the reasons for which the remarks made in the course 
of the discussion do not seem to me of a nature to cause me to modify my 
conclusions. 

2 According to Josephus (G.J., 17, 6, If 426) the house of the high priest 
was in the upper part of the city. In 383 this house was shown (P&lerin de 
Bordeaux, P. Geyer: Itineraria hierosolymitana , Vindobonae, 1898, p. 22). 
In the sixth century there was on the supposed site of the palace of Caiaphas 
a church in which was shown the pillar of the scourging with the marks of 
the breast, the arms, and the hands of Jesus. On this point, see Abel, II, 
p. 484. Dalman: I tin. , pp. 429 ff. 

3 We follow the Greek text. It is arranged thus: (i) Jesus is led to Annas, 
the father-in-law of the high priest Caiaphas (12-14); (ii) Peter and the 
nameless disciple, who follow Jesus at a distance, enter the court of the 
high priest, the first denial (15-18); (iii) Jesus is questioned by the high 
priest (19-23); (iv) Annas sends Jesus bound to Caiaphas (24); (v) second 
and third denials (25-27); (vi) at break of day Jesus is led to the Prae- 
torium. In this passage there are certain inconsistencies and obscurities. 
Led to Annas, Jesus is questioned by Caiaphas, then sent by Annas to 
Caiaphas. Peter and the nameless disciple who follow Jesus arrive at the 
courtyard of the high priest when Jesus has been led to Annas. P. Abel 
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the Sanhedrin; he says that Jesus was led before Annas, the 
father-in-law of the high priest Caiaphas, and that there he 
underwent a process of questioning on the part of the high 
priest. There is not a single phrase which makes any allusion 
to the presence of the members of the Sanhedrin. After this 
questioning Annas sends Jesus away, bound, to Caiaphas. 
Mark and Matthew mention two sittings of the Sanhedrin: 
one took place immediately after the arrest, the other in the 
morning (Mark xv. 1*), before Jesus was led before Pilate. 
Luke and John only mention one appearance of Jesus before 
the Sanhedrin, the former places this in the early morning; 
the latter does not say definitely when it took place, but seems 
to imply that it happened at the moment when Jesus was 
brought into the palace of the high priest. 1 

In Mark (xiv. 55-64) the account of the appearance of Jesus 

(II, p. 483), taking up afresh an opinion which had already been suggested 
in very early days by Euthymius Zigadenus (cf. Zahn : Johev ., p. 626), has 
suggested that possibly Annas and Caiaphas lived in two main buildings 
opening on to a common courtyard. The hypothesis is ingenious, but, in 
addition to the fact that it is a pure conjecture, it still does not explain 
the r 6 le attributed to Annas. The Syriac-Sinaitic version arranges the 
account quite differently. It intercalates verse 24 (Annas sends Jesus to 
Caiaphas) between verses 13 and 14. Thus Jesus, led to Annas, is im¬ 
mediately sent on to Caiaphas, and it places verses 15-18 (the entrance 
of the nameless disciple and Peter into the courtyard and the first denial) 
immediately before verses 25-27. Thus the denial is told as one connected 
story. This may be due to the influence of the Lucan narrative, but it does 
not give a satisfactory arrangement, since it does not explain how it was 
that the disciples did not arrive sooner. Wellhausen (Das. Ev. Joh ., 
pp. 81 f.) and Blass (Ev. sec. Joh., Leipzig, p. 91) think that, at least so 
far as the position of verse 24 is concerned, the Syriac-Sinaitic version has 
preserved the original text. But, as has been noted by Jean Reville, for 
instance (Q.£., p. 267, n. 2), and Schwartz (I, p. 350 f.), although it is 
easy to imagine that tradition may have displaced verse 24 in order to 
obtain a more connected story, the transference of this verse to the place 
where we find it in the Greek text would be inexplicable if it had been 
originally between verses 13 and 14. In my opinion the explanation of the 
text seems to be provided in this instance rather by literary than by textual 
criticism. 

1 Lietzmann (S.B.A., XXXI, 1931, XIV, pp. 9 ff.) gives a proof that the 
account of the first appearance does not occur in the original tradition. 
We have expounded the reasons which prevent us from accepting this 
opinion in ^.jV.T’.W 7 ., XXXI, 1932, pp. 293 f., 296 ff. 
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before the Sanhedrin falls naturally into four parts, of which 
the first three seem to be simply placed alongside of one 
another. 

(i) (55-56). The chief priests and all the members of the 
Sanhedrin make vain attempts to find evidence on which they 
could convict Jesus of some crime; false witnesses appear, but 
their evidence does not agree, and it cannot be used against 
the prisoner. 

(ii) (57-61^). The false witnesses report that they heard 
Jesus say: “I will destroy this Temple that is made with hands, 
and within three days I will build another made without 
hands.” But their witness does not agree together, doubtless 
on questions of time and place. Although, under these con¬ 
ditions, the accusation cannot be maintained, the high priest 
asks Jesus whether he has anything to say to the charges 
brought against him. But Jesus does not reply. 

It is difficult to understand why, if this were an actual 
instance of false evidence, the narrator should enter into 
details which he does not give in connexion with the charges 
mentioned in the beginning of the narrative, nor why the 
high priest questions Jesus about a charge which, from the 
legal point of view, does not exist. 

(iii) (61^-62). The high priest gives a new turn to the trial. 
He asks Jesus whether he is the Messiah, the son of the Blessed, 
and Jesus replies: “I am: and ye shall see the Son of Man 
sitting on the right hand of power (that is, of God), and coming 
in the clouds of heaven.” 1 

(iv) (63-64). The high priest, when he hears the statement 
of Jesus, rends his garments and says: “What need we any 
further witnesses?” All present decide that Jesus deserves to 
be put to death. It should be noted that it is not stated that 
the judges pronounce a sentence of death, but only that they 
declare that Jesus is “guilty of death.” 

The narrative in Matthew (xxvi. 59-66) only differs from that 
of Mark on a few points. We will only examine those which 
are more than mere variations in expression. 

The two statements are not simply placed side by side; the meaning is 
this: “The proof that I am he is this, that you will see the Son of Man, 
whom I am, coming on the clouds of heaven.” 
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After he has mentioned the false witnesses whose evidence 
was not accepted, Matthew says: “At the last came two” 
(xxvi. 60). He does not say, like Mark, that they are false 
witnesses, nor that their evidence does not agree. The words 
put into the mouth of Jesus are in a different form from those 
quoted in Mark. The contrast between “made and not made 
by the hands of man” is not brought out at all, and Jesus is 
reputed to have said, not “I will destroy this Temple,” but 
“I am able to destroy it.” 

Some of the points raised by the reply of Jesus should be 
noted. Instead of saying, “I am,” Jesus replies, “Thou hast 
said.” This formula seems more in keeping with the general 
attitude of Jesus, to whom the Messiahship is a mystery which 
ought not to be published abroad. In the second place, the 
two elements in the reply of Jesus, simply set side by side in 
Mark, are connected by the phrase: “Nevertheless I say unto 
you.” Instead of the declaration in Mark which refers to the 
parousia , Matthew has: “Hereafter shall ye see the Son of 
Man sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the 
clouds of heaven.” Thus Matthew substitutes the idea of 
glorification for that of the return, but in an incomplete way, 
since the idea of the return is retained. This makes the text of 
Matthew confused, since it places an assertion relating to a 
state which will be seen “henceforth” (it is not said how), 
by an act which will take place in the future, and will only 
last for a moment. Here there has evidently been some 
manipulation of the text. 

Luke’s account (xxii. 66-71) seems, at first sight, very 
different from that of Mark. Here there is no mention of any 
desire to find witnesses. The members of the Sanhedrin ask 
Jesus immediately: “Art thou the Christ? tell us.” He replies: 
“If I tell you, ye will not believe: and if I also ask you, ye will 
not answer me.” After this sentence, which seems to suggest 
that he will not reply, he declares: “Hereafter shall the Son 
of Man sit on the right hand of the power of God.” Then the 
members of the Sanhedrin ask: “Art thou then the Son of 
God?” Jesus replies: “Ye say that I am.” 1 So far as the main 

1 Literally, “You say that I am he,” which might be regarded as an 
evasive reply. Luke certainly does not give this meaning to it. 
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point is concerned the conclusion is the same as in Matthew 
and Mark: “What need we any further witnesses?” say the 
members of the Sanhedrin, “for we ourselves have heard 1 of 
his own mouth.” Nor is there here any actual sentence of 
death, in the usual meaning of the phrase. The council is 
then adjourned, and Jesus is led away to Pilate. 

Luke’s narrative is not as independent of that of Mark as 
would appear at first sight. A very clear trace of an allusion 
to the search for witnesses in the source employed by Luke 
persists in the words of the conclusion: “What need we any 
further witnesses?” The doubling of the question concerning 
the Messiahship adds nothing to the story; the fact that in the 
first reply of Jesus an evasive statement and a formal declara¬ 
tion are placed close together can only be explained if we 
assume that Luke knew that two questions were put to Jesus, 
and that he had refused to answer the first of them. 

The narrative in the Fourth Gospel (xviii. 19-23) is far more 
vague, and this seems particularly strange, seeing that in 
John the tendency is to throw a great deal of guilt on to the 
Jews. The high priest questions Jesus about his disciples and 
about his teaching. Jesus replies: “I spake openly to the 
world; I ever taught in the synagogue, and in the Temple, 
whither the Jews always resort, and in secret have I said 
nothing. Why askest thou me? Ask them which heard me, 
what I have said unto them: behold they know what I said.” 
One of the Temple police who was standing by struck Jesus 
with the palm of his hand, saying: “Answerest thou the high 
priest so? 5 Jesus replies: “If I have spoken evil, bear witness 
of the evil: but if well, why smitest thou me?” 

This version is very vague. Either John knew neither the 
Synoptic narrative nor any other tradition about the appearance 
of Jesus before the Sanhedrin, or possibly there was something 
in the Marcan narrative which he did not wish to reproduce. 
He knew the saying of Jesus about the Temple (ii. 19), but he 
gives it an allegorical interpretation. He could not find a place 
for it in the account of the trial. How could he have imagined 
that Jesus, who had declared that neither on Mount Gerizim 
nor in Jerusalem would men worship the Father (iv. 21), 

1 That is to say, we have heard the confession or the blasphemy. 


THE NIGHT OF THE ARREST 


507 


would be concerned about the fate of the Temple and its 
eventual rebuilding? How, on the other hand, could he who 
had spiritualized the eschatology of Jesus, and had substituted 
the sending of the Paraclete for the parousia , have made Jesus 
speak of his coming on the clouds of heaven? 

We cannot be absolutely certain that John knew the 
Synoptic narrative, but we can see that it would have been 
impossible for him to reproduce it; in any case he knew no 
other. However, he knew and insisted on saying that Jesus 
had been questioned by the high priest. 1 

In order to determine what connexion exists between the 
narrative of Mark and that of John, we must first of all examine 
the value of the tradition relating to the two sayings of Jesus 
which are reported by Mark. The saying about the Temple 
expresses the feeling which Jesus had reached as the result of 
his ministry, that there was nothing more to hope from Israel. 
The boldness of this saying frightened the first generations of 
Christians who were still greatly attached to Judaism; some 
of them thought that Jesus could never have said such a thing, 
and they believed that the words were only suggested by the 
false witnesses. 

Mark and Matthew did not merely try to proclaim that the 
words are inauthentic; they also tried to modify them in 
two ways: Mark by introducing the contrast between “made 
and not made by the hands of man,” Matthew by replacing 
the summary statement, “I will destroy,” by a simple possi¬ 
bility, “I am able to destroy.” Thus in two ways the attempt 
was made to dispel the difficulties raised by this saying for 
Christians who were still attached to Judaism: on the one 
hand, by weakening the force of the saying, and on the other, 
by declaring that it was not authentic. 

1 If the Johanninc narrative thus appears to be shorn of its value, and has, 
as it seems, no other source than that of Mark, an enigma remains. How 
are we to explain the mention of Annas, the father-in-law of Caiaphas? 
Did John know a tradition in which Jesus was questioned by Annas? 
In the tradition there may have been some confusion caused by the fact 
that the words “high priest” are frequently used in the Gospels in two different 
senses: one, the precise sense, meaning the leading priest who offers sacri¬ 
fice, and, in the wider sense, of a member of one of the great priestly 
families. 
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Mark (xv. 29-30) and Matthew (xxvii. 39-40) tell how 
while Jesus hung in agony on the cross the passers-by mocked 
him, saying: “Ah, thou that destroyest the Temple, and 
buildest it in three days, Save thyself, and come down from the 
cross.” This detail, whether it be historical or not, proves at 
least the existence of a tradition according to which Jesus is 
said to have been condemned to death because he proclaimed 
that he would destroy the Temple, while, according to Mark 
and Matthew, this charge was recognized as inconsistent and 
was abandoned. 

The Fourth Gospel also reports this saying. It places it at 
the beginning of the ministry of Jesus, at the moment of the 
Cleansing of the Temple. The Jews asked Jesus for a sign 
which would show that he had the right to act as he had just 
done, and he declared: “Destroy this Temple, and in three 
days I will raise it up” (ii. 19). The dialogue which follows 
shows that the evangelist gives this saying an allegorical 
meaning, and makes it refer to the death and resurrection of 
Jesus. 

According to the Book of the Acts of the Apostles (vi. 14), 
Stephen is accused of having said that “Jesus of Nazareth 
shall destroy this place, and shall change the customs which 
Moses delivered us.” It is of course true that the editor of the 
Acts is speaking of false witnesses, but, in what he has pre¬ 
served of Stephen’s discourse, in spite of the additions and 
modifications which he has introduced into it, there is no 
protest against the ideas which are put into the mouth of 
Stephen, but the whole form of Jewish worship, from the 
days of the Tabernacle in the wilderness, is represented as one 
long course of idolatry. The conclusion must be that Jesus 
will put an end to all this. 1 

Thus we ought not to regard this saying of Jesus about the 
Temple simply as a calumnious, charge against Jesus, with no 
foundation in fact, 2 nor an authentic saying which has been 

1 In this there may be a distant allusion to the charge brought against 
Jesus in the passage in the Gospel of Peter (26), which says that the disciples 
hid themselves because they were being tracked down as evil-doers who 
wanted to burn the Temple. 

2 Brandt: Ev. Gesch ., p. 67. Spitta: Das Johev., p. 77; Syn. Grundschrift, 
P- 397- 
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altered and changed in meaning, 1 but a fully authentic saying 
in the form in which it is given by Mark, with the exception 
of the expression: “made, or not made by the hands of 
man.” 2 

The Messianic declaration of Jesus is also absolutely authentic. 
It cannot have been invented either by Jews or Christians. 
The former would have been the last to place in the mouth of 
Jesus words which would justify the claims made by his 
disciples. The latter, if they had wished to express their faith 
in a declaration attributed to their master, would not have 
simply affirmed their expectation of the parousia, but would 
also have expressed their faith in the certainty of the resurrec¬ 
tion, which was its guarantee. 3 

The two essential elements in the account of the appearance 
before the Sanhedrin therefore being admitted to be authentic, 
we cannot lay any weight on the objection which is sometimes 
raised against the Marcan narrative, based on the fact that it 
seems to have been certain that none of the disciples of Jesus 
were actually present while he was being examined by the 

' Holtzmann: H.C.I., I, 1 s, p. 102. Swete: The Gospel according to St. 
Mark, p. 359. Zahn: Matthev., p. 694. Wohlenberg: Mkev., p. 362. Hoff¬ 
mann : Das Wort Jests von der PJrstorung und Wiederaufbau des Tetnpels, Neu- 
testamentliche Studien Heinrici dargebrachl, Leipzig, 1914, p. 153. Lagrange: 
Mk., p. 374, etc. 

1 This is the opinion of Wrede: Messiasgeh., pp. 74f. Joh. Weiss: Aelt. 
Ev., p. 313. Wellhausen : Mk., p. 131. Loisy: Syn., II, p. 396. Norden: 
Agnostos Theos, Leipzig, Berlin, 1913, pp. 195 f- Bultmann: Syn. Trad., 
p. 73. Bertram: Leidensgesch., p. 56. Lietzmann (S.B.A., 193 1 > XIV, 

pp. 5 ff.) thinks that the accusation concerning the Temple is only a 
transposition of that which was really brought against Stephen. The 
analogy between the two instances is certainly striking; but I believe that 
the reason for this is that Stephen adopted the thought of Jesus, and in so 
doing provoked the same reaction among the Jews. Cf. my remarks in 
Z-N.T.W., XXXI, 1932, p. 299, and my article, Jesus et les origines de 
I’universalisme chretien, R.h.p.r., XXI, 193 2 > PP - *93“ 2,1 • 

3 Lietzmann (S.B.A., XIV, 1931, p. 6 ) brings it as an argument against 
the authenticity of this saying that the idea of the Messiah as Son of God 
is Greek and not Jewish. The remark is quite sound, but it only touches 
the form in which the saying of the high priest has been handed down; 
it does not touch the substance of the statement of Jesus. 
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members of the Sanhedrin. 1 The proclamation of the Messiah- 
ship of Jesus and the affirmation of his Resurrection provoked 
the opposition of the Jews, who would certainly not refrain 
from saying that the one whom Peter and his companions 
preached had really been a blasphemer, and that this could be 
proved from his own statements. 

When he said that he would destroy the Temple, Jesus was 
not dreaming of any acts of iconoclasm in the actual sanctuary. 
He believed that the Temple, since it no longer served its 
purpose, was doomed to perish. But as, on the other hand, he 
did not conceive of a religion without a form of worship, 2 he 
was obliged to point forward to the establishment of a new 
sanctuary in the Messianic period. This is all the more probable 
since the idea, if not of a new Temple, at least of the restoration 
of the Temple to a fresh splendour in the Messianic era, was 
widespread among the Jews. 3 From this idea to that of the 
re-establishment of the Temple by the Messiah is only a step, 
and it is easy to understand why the statement of Jesus that 
he would destroy and rebuild the Temple was considered by 
the high priest as a Messianic declaration, and why he then 
asked Jesus if he believed that he was the Messiah. 

Thus there is a logical connexion between the two questions 
of the high priest. Mark, however, was unable to see this, 
because he regarded the saying about the Temple as non- 
authentic. That is why he represents the second question as 
leading in a new direction. 

Thus we can restore the tradition followed by Mark in the 
following form:4 

“And there arose certain and bare this witness against him, 
saying: ‘We heard him say: I will destroy this Temple . . . 
and in three days I will build another. . . And the high 
priest stood up, and asked Jesus, saying: ‘Art thou the Christ, 

1 This objection has been taken up by Lietzmann (£.£.,4., 1931, XIV, p. 5). 
The fact that we know the origin of evidence is certainly not without 
interest. But the absence of this guarantee does not force us to reject the 
evidence. It is the question of the basis which is decisive. 

2 Cf. the saying about the celebration of the Passover in the Kingdom 
of God (Luke xxii. 16). 

3 Strack-Billerbeck, I, pp. 1003 f. 

4 The dots indicate where words have been omitted. 
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the Son of the Blessed? 5 Jesus said: ‘I am, 1 and ye shall see 
the Son of Man sitting on the right hand of power, and coming 
in the clouds of heaven. 5 55 

To declare that he would destroy the Temple .and would 
rebuild it, to proclaim himself as the Messiah, the Son of the 
Blessed, and to announce that he would return seated on the 
clouds of heaven: did all this constitute a blasphemy suffi¬ 
ciently serious to merit a death sentence? According to the 
treatise Sanhedrin (vii. 7), blasphemy occurs when the Divine 
Name has been uttered. This is not the case here. We have no 
guarantee, it is true, that the rules and legal principles for¬ 
mulated in the work entitled Sanhedrin were in force at the time 
of Jesus. It is, however, unlikely that the idea of blasphemy 
should have been modified to such an extent that it would not 
include the statement of Jesus if he had really been condemned 
as a blasphemer. 

To claim to be the Messiah does not seem to have been 
considered blasphemous, for there is no indication which 
would lead us to suppose that the numerous aspirants to the 
Messiahship with whom the Procurators had to deal, would 
have had any quarrel with the Sanhedrin. Nor was it a 
crime to announce the destruction of the Temple. Josephus 
(G. J., VI, 5, 3, ^If 300 ff.) relates that at the Feast of Taber¬ 
nacles, in the year 62, a peasant of the name of Jesus, the son 
of Ananias, began to prophesy against the city and against 
the Temple. The Jewish authorities only intervened in order 
to hand him over to the Romans, who had him scourged, but 
this penalty did not persuade him to cease from prophesying. 
The charge against him was that he was a disturber of the 
peace, not that he was a blasphemer. 

Jesus did not say merely that the Temple would be destroyed, 
but also that it was he who would destroy it; and it was this 
declaration which brought the long conflict to a head, and 
must have exasperated the Jewish authorities, and have 
given them the feeling that Jesus was guilty of death. 

In reality, Jesus was not tried by the Sanhedrin. None of the 
rules of procedure which are laid down in the treatise Sanhedrin 
was observed, and, although there are excellent reasons for 
1 Or: “Thou hast said.” 
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thinking that they did not exist at the time of Jesus as they 
were formulated in that book, something must have been in 
existence all the same. There was no trial before the Sanhedrin. 
At the moment when Jesus appeared before the high priest 
he was not his prisoner at all, but the prisoner of Pilate, since 
he had been arrested by the cohort of Roman soldiers. Jesus 
was taken before the Jewish authorities because the Procurator 
wished it, and Pilate’s motive can only have been that he 
wished to be quite sure that by urging him to have Jesus 
killed the Jewish authorities were not leading him into a trap. 

The way in which the high priest questioned Jesus makes it 
seem very unlikely that Jesus appeared before the tribunal 
twice. Mark (xv. i) and Matthew (xxvii. 1-2), who imply that 
the Sanhedrin assembled a second time, in the morning, 
doubtless imagined that after the Sanhedrin had sentenced 
Jesus, it had to meet in order to decide on the measures to be 
taken in order to obtain the ratification of the sentence by 
Pilate. Mark says nothing about what took place at this session. 
From his account we might suppose that the decision to hand 
Jesus over to the Procurator was made at this meeting. In any 
case, this is how Matthew understood the passage in Mark. 

Mark (xiv. 65) and Matthew (xxvi. 67-68) report that after 
the Sanhedrin had proclaimed Jesus worthy of death, he was 
insulted by the servants of the Sanhedrin, who spat in his face, 
struck him, and asked him mockingly, since he was a prophet, 
to guess who had struck him. Luke records the same incident 
(xxii. 63-65), but places it before Jesus’ appearance before 
the high priest. In his narrative this could not be placed any¬ 
where else, since, in his account, the moment Jesus left the 
Sanhedrin he was led to Pilate. John has no equivalent of this 
scene of insult and mockery; he seems, however, to have known 
of it, and the blow given to Jesus during his questioning before 
the high priest (xviii. 22) is a relic of this incident. Considered 
in itself, the scene is only too likely to have happened. It 
seems to be a doublet of the mockery and insult endured by 
Jesus after his sentence at the hands of the Roman soldiers. The 
two scenes are, however, very far from being exactly parallel. 
Since, from the literary point of view, the two accounts are 
independent, the two incidents may both be historical. 
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In the morning, the soldiers belonging to the cohort which 
had arrested Jesus, and who had led him before the high 
priest, now brought him before Pilate. Where did this scene 
take place? The Synoptists did not think it necessary to 
mention this fact. John (xviii. 28) speaks of the Praetorium, 
and in the course of his narrative he mentions the place 
where the tribunal was held; he gives the Greek name, “the 
Pavement” (XcdoarpcDrov ), and the Hebrew, Gabbatha (xix. 13). 1 2 
These terms do not give us any accurate topographical infor¬ 
mation. The word Praetorium meant the residence of the 
Governor, but it could also be applied to any place where 
he chose to sit and try cases. In a town like Jerusalem there 
must have been some site, near his residence, where he usually 
sat to try the cases which were brought before him. We know 
from Josephus (G.J., II, 14, 8, ^ 301) that the Procurators, 
when they came to Jerusalem, lived in Herod’s palace, which 
was situated in a prominent position, to the north of the Western 
hill. The trial of Jesus, therefore, must have taken place in 
that part of the city. In the opinion of some writers, however, 3 
during the Feast of the Passover, the Procurator would have 
resided in the Fortress Antonia to the north of the Temple, 
whence it was easy to overlook the Temple courts. If this view 
be the right one, the trial would have been held there. This 
is only a conjecture, however, and it seems more probable 
that Jesus was sentenced to death in front of Herod’s palace .3 
The Synoptic narrative gives the impression that everything 

1 Gabbatha is not the translation of XidoaxpatTov, but a different name 
referring to a different aspect of the same place. P. Abel (II, p. 564) thinks 
that the word means “eminence.” If so, this would mean some kind of 
platform, perhaps paved in mosaic, upon which the seat of the Procurator 
would be placed. 

2 For instance, P. Lagrange: VEvangile de Jesus-Christ, p. 551. 

3 P. Abel (II, pp. 565-571) inclines towards this opinion, although he 
does not state this formally. On the identifications of the Praetorium made 
by tradition, see Abel, II, pp. 571 ff., and Dalman : I tin., pp. 438 ff. 
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took place in the open air. 1 John implies the opposite when he 
says that the Jews who had led Jesus to the Praetorium did 
not enter it, lest they should be defiled and thus be unable to 
eat the Passover (xviii. 28). According to John’s narrative, 
Jesus was led to the interior of the palace or of the Fortress 
Antonia, and during the course of the trial Pilate went out 
several times to speak to the Jews. This reading of events 
sounds rather improbable. If the Procurator had wished to 
respect the scruples of the Jews he could have conducted the 
whole of the trial outside. Further, if we remember that, 
according to xix. 13, the seat of the tribunal was outside the 
palace, and that several of the scenes which took place within 
the Praetorium have no equivalent in the Synoptic Gospels, 
we can only conclude that the idea of a trial which took place 
partly inside and partly outside the palace is a literary artifice 
to which the author of the Fourth Gospel has resorted in 
order to develop the Synoptic narrative without appearing to 
contradict it. 

According to Mark, as soon as Jesus was brought before 
Pilate, the latter asked him: “Art thou the King of the Jews?” 
Jesus said: “Thou sayest it,” which, taken in conjunction with 
the context, may be understood as a refusal to reply. As the 
chief priests heaped up their accusations, Pilate again ques¬ 
tioned Jesus without obtaining any reply, which amazed him 
(Mark xv. 2-5*). 

Nothing is said at first about the charge brought against 
Jesus; this is only mentioned after he has been questioned the 
first time. These accusations were only formulated in order to 
prevent Pilate from releasing a prisoner who impressed him 
as being harmless. Originally the question, “Art thou the 
King of the Jews?” may not have been asked in the tone of 
contemptuous irony which is suggested by the Synoptic 
narrative, and, in the fact that this question is addressed to 
Jesus before the Jews have had time to tell Pilate what 
happened during the trial which they had conducted, there is 
a trace of a tradition which said that the whole affair was 

* See, in particular, Mark xv. 16; Matt, xxvii. 27, where it is said that 
after the sentence had been pronounced the soldiers made Jesus enter into 
the interior of the court which is the Praetorium. 
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in the hands of the Romans. It was on the initiative of the 
Procurator that Jesus appeared before him. Luke realized 
that to begin the story like this would contradict the general 
tendency of the Christian tradition; hence he has introduced 
the story in his own way by saying that the members of the 
Sanhedrin declared that they found Jesus stirring up the people, 
preventing them from paying tribute to Caesar, and claiming 
to be the Messiah, the King (Luke xxiii. 2); this is a secondary 
addition. 

Luke has also brought out the meaning of the first questioning 
more definitely than Mark and Matthew, by saying that Pilate, 
after he has heard the reply of Jesus, declares to the priests 
and the crowd that he finds no fault in this man; they insist, 
saying that Jesus has been stirring up the people by his 
teaching all over the country, from Galilee to Judaea (xxiii. 

4-5 )- 1 

Here there occurs an incident which gives a new character 
to the whole affair. It is no longer a question of whether Jesus 

1 It is to this mention of Galilee that the account (peculiar to Luke) is 
attached of the appearance of Jesus before Herod (xxiii. 6-12). When 
Pilate hears that Jesus comes from Galilee, and is thus a subject of Herod, 
he sends him to him. Herod is glad, because in the hope of seeing some 
miracle performed he had for a long time been anxious to see Jesus. 
Herod questions Jesus, but receives no answer at all, and, after he and his 
soldiers have mocked him, he sends him back to Pilate, dressed (in ridicule) 
in a purple garment. This incident cannot be historical. The idea that 
Pilate would recognize that a prince of the family of the Herods could 
have the right to exercise a legal function at Jerusalem is highly improbable. 
The episode does not add anything to the story; it has no point; the trial 
continues before Pilate just as if it had never taken place. This legend is 
based, no doubt, upon a confused recollection that Herod had been hostile 
to Jesus during the Galilean ministry; it may also have been suggested 
by the idea expressed in Acts iv. 27, that all the powers of this world were 
arrayed against Jesus. Later, if the trial of Jesus took place before the 
palace of Herod, a confusion could have crept into the story which would 
have given rise to the idea that Herod played some part in the trial. After 
the episode of Herod, Luke, by means of a fragment which is peculiar 
to his narrative, takes up the thread of the narrative again. Pilate summons 
the priests and the people and declares to them that neither he nor Herod 
has found any fault in Jesus. So he proposes to release him after he has 
had him punished, that is, scourged (xxiii. 13-16). The legendary character 
of the appearance before Herod is admitted by a number of critics, 
among others by Dibelius: Herodes und Pilatus , Z.N.T.W., XVI, 1915, 
pp. 113-126, and by Lietzmann, S.B.A., XIV, 1931, p. 4. 
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is innocent or guilty, that is to say, whether he should be 
released or condemned, but of deciding between Barabbas and 
Jesus, which should die and which should be released. 

According to Mark, at each festival the Governor was 
accustomed to release one prisoner, one chosen by the Jewish 
people themselves. Now at that moment there was in prison, 
with some other rebels, a man named Barabbas, who had 
committed murder in the course of a riot. The people come 
before the judgment seat in order to ask from the Procurator 
the favour which he usually grants them. Pilate knows that 
the chief priests have delivered Jesus “for envy,” and he 
proposes to release the King of the Jews. But the priests per¬ 
suade the crowd to clamour for Barabbas. Pilate then asks: 
“What will ye then that I shall do unto him whom ye call the 
King of the Jews?” A great cry goes up: “Crucify him!” 
Pilate insists: “Why, what evil hath he done?” “And they 
cry out the more exceedingly: Crucify him!” Then Pilate 
decides to yield to the clamour of the crowd; he releases 
Barabbas, and hands Jesus over to the soldiers to be scourged 
and crucified (xv. 6-15*). 

Several remarks show that the story of Barabbas is a fragment 
of a tradition which was originally independent of the story 
of Jesus. The name of Jesus-Barabbas which is found in 
Matthew 1 already proves this. It is said in verse 6: “He 
released unto them ” {aireXocrev clvtols). Until now the only 

1 The reading Jesus-Barabbas is given in Matt. xxvi. 16, 17, by some 
evidence: < 9 . 1-118-131-209, 22,872, 1582, 2193, 2992, syr 55 - 111 - arm. In 
the miniscules 209, 241, 299, a corrector has added the word Jesus. Origen 
(see the texts in Tischendorf’s apparatus criticus) proves that “Jesus” was 
found in many MSS., but he thinks that this name was not fitting for a 
sinful man and he insinuates that it has been added by heretics. The fact 
that already in the time of Origen he could consider it impossible that a 
sinful man should have borne the name of Jesus prevents us from thinking 
that this name had been added, perhaps under the influence of some of 
the apocryphal writings, as Lagrange suggests ( Matthieu , p. 521). Thus the 
reading may be regarded as primitive, as it is also regarded by Renan 
(p. 406), Bauer (L.J. nt. Ap., pp. 527 ff.), Zahn ( Ml ., p. 700), Merx 
(II, 1, pp. 400-402), Bertram ( Leidensgesch ., p. 67). We must go still 
further and think, as does Klostermann (Das Matthausevangelium 2 , Tubin¬ 
gen, 1927, p. 345), that Jesus-Barabbas was originally also in Mark, but 
that it was omitted in most of the manuscripts of Matthew. 
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people who have been mentioned are the priests and the 
members of the Sanhedrin; the pronoun, however, cannot 
refer to them, since they are forced to persuade the crowd to 
claim the pardon for Barabbas. It is to the people that this 
grace is granted; it is they who have the right to choose who 
shall benefit by this relaxation of the rigour of the law. Now, 
until this moment the people have not been mentioned; they 
do not appear till verse 8, where it is said that “the multitude 
crying aloud began to desire him to do as he had ever done 
unto them. 55 We must also note that it is said that Barabbas 
and his companions have committed murder, not in the course 
of a rising, but “in the insurrection.” This detail can only come 
from a tradition in which the story of this rising has been 
described. This proves definitely that originally the story of 
Barabbas was an independent tradition. 

In the other Gospels the incident of Barabbas is incorporated 
more fully into the account of the trial of Jesus than it is in 
Mark. Instead of saying, “He released unto them,” which 
does not agree with the context, Matthew (xxvii. 15) says: 
“the governor was wont to release unto the people.” He repre¬ 
sents Barabbas, or rather Jesus-Barabbas, as a notorious 
prisoner, but he does not mention either murder or revolt (16). 
He evades any mention of the crowd, which had not been 
brought into the story before this point, by the use of a vague 
term: “when they were gathered together” (17); finally, in 
his account, it is not the crowd which demands the usual 
privilege, it is Pilate who proposes to the people that they 
should choose between Barabbas and Jesus (18). 1 

Luke does not mention the custom of releasing a prisoner at 
the Passover festival. 2 Doubtless he knows that such a custom 
never existed. He relates the proposal made by Pilate to 
release Jesus immediately after he had been scourged. The 
crowd replies: “Away with this man and release unto us 
Barabbas” (xxiii. 18). Luke says that Barabbas was in prison 

1 After this the narrative in Matthew follows the same course as that in 
Mark. We only need to note the addition of the dream of Pilate’s wife (19) 
and the incident of Pilate washing his hands (24—25). 

2 At least in the best texts. A certain number of MSS. add (this is verse 
17 in the received text): “he was obliged to release a prisoner to them at 
each festival” (n. W. X. A. 0. lat. (excepting a.) syP P h - bo.). 
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on account of a “certain sedition made in the city and for 
murder.” The crowd which, without being urged by the 
priests, clamours for the release of Barabbas and the execution 
of Jesus, is supposed to have been present from the beginning 
of the trial. In Luke, contrary to that which is suggested in 
Mark ajid in Matthew, at first the crowd does not seem par¬ 
ticularly interested in Barabbas; they only clamour for his 
release in order to prevent Pilate from allowing Jesus to profit 
by the Paschal pardon. 

Thus the development of the tradition relating to Barabbas 
from Mark to Luke is very evident. When we compare the 
three accounts, we see how an incident at first very awkwardly 
inserted into the story of the trial of Jesus ends by being 
completely fused with it. 

In the Fourth Gospel less significance is attached to the 
episode of Barabbas; here it is a mere incident. Pilate, after 
he has questioned Jesus about his kingship and his view of the 
truth, in the interior of the Praetorium, comes out and says 
to the Jews: “I find in him no fault at all. But ye have a 
custom that I should release unto you one at the Passover: 
will ye therefore that I release unto you the King of thejews?” 
Then the crowd cries out again: “Not this man, but Barabbas.” 
“Now,” says the evangelist, “Barabbas was a robber” 
(xviii. 38-40). There is here only a relic of a tradition similar 
to that of Mark, since it is said that “then cried they all again , 
saying, Not this man, but Barabbas!” although until then 
Barabbas has not been mentioned. 

The introduction of the tradition concerning Barabbas has 
caused a definite modification of the situation implied at the 
beginning of the narrative. Pilate has questioned Jesus, he has 
admitted his innocence, and still he seems to hesitate to draw 
the logical inferences from this statement, which in the 
ordinary way he should be ready to do. It is strange that the 
evangelists do not suggest the reason for his hesitation. This 
fact proves that their record does not agree with the actual 
course of events, and casts a doubt on the admission of the 
innocence of Jesus by Pilate. We gain a very definite impression 
that the story of Barabbas serves to conceal the fact that 
Pilate did condemn Jesus, either because he regarded him as 
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guilty, or because he considered that the interests of Rome 
required that he should die. Instead, we find a story in which 
the situation is supposed to be this: that Pilate could only 
avoid passing sentence on Jesus if the people agreed that it 
was he and not Barabbas who should be given the benefit of 
the Paschal pardon. 

The part of the narrative which refers to Barabbas was 
originally an independent tradition; it is not certain that in 
its original form it had any connexion with the story of 
Jesus; before we examine the disturbance caused by its 
insertion into this narrative, let us examine the actual story 
itself. 

Nowhere is there the slightest allusion to the custom of 
granting a free pardon at the Passover whose object should 
be chosen by the people. Whether we think of an abolitio 
privata, that is to say, of a remission of the penalty granted 
by the judge at the request of the prosecutors, as Rosadi 1 has 
done, or of an indulgentia , 2 these do not explain the essential 
elements in this story, such as the bringing of this legal method 
into play before the sentence is pronounced, the right granted 
to the people to choose the prisoner who should benefit by 
this act of clemency, the connexion of the pardon with a 
festival, and, finally, its limitation to one condemned person, in 
such a way that the liberation of Barabbas means inevitably the 
sentence of death on Jesus. From the point of view of Roman 
legal institutions, the historicity of the incident of Barabbas 
is in any case very doubtful. Originally the tradition relating 
to Barabbas must have been of a very different character. 3 
Brandt ,4 adopting the form Barabbas given by a scholium of 
the manuscript S and several miniscules, translates Barabbas 

x Quoted by Regnault: Une province procuratorienne , p. 130. 

2 The right to grant the indulgentia seems to have been limited to 
the Emperors (Regnault, p. 133), but under certain circumstances 
it could be delegated to some provincial governors, since Pliny seems 
to have exercised it during his government of Bithynia (ep., X, 40, 41). 
Hirschfeld (, Sitzber . Berl. Ak., 1889, p. 439) and Schurer (I, pp. 468 f.) 
think that this right may have been conceded to the procurator of 
Judaea. 

3 Numerous hypotheses have been made on this subject. It does not seem 
necessary to expound or discuss them. 

4 Brandt: Ev. Gesch ., pp. 97 ff. 
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as “the son of the rabbi” 1 and suggests that at some period 
a good deal later than that of the Gospel narrative the son of 
some influential rabbi 2 may have committed some crime, 
and that the Roman authority, out of regard for his father, 
and perhaps as a result of the intervention of the Jewish 
authorities, may not have prosecuted him, or may have treated 
him leniently. The Christians may have been shocked at this 
proceeding, and may have made a comparison between the 
leniency shown to a murderer and the way in which Jesus 
was treated; then a confusion arose, and people thought that 
the murderer, the son of the rabbi, had been acquitted at the 
same time that Jesus was sentenced, and finally it was said 
that the people had chosen between them. The advantage of 
this conjecture is that it takes into account all the peculiarities 
of this account of the incident. It is quite possible that a 
tradition was in existence which related how Jesus, son of 
Abbas, had been saved from execution by the intervention of 
the Jews, who pleaded for him at the very moment when he 
appeared before the Roman tribunal. This story may have 
been compared with that of Jesus, and then become fused 
with it through the idea of a free pardon which could be 
granted to one prisoner only. 

The Barabbas incident, which, in the form in which it is 
presented in the Gospels, implies the idea that Pilate was well 
disposed towards Jesus, and that he desired to release him, 
can only have been introduced into the Passion narrative at 
a time when this narrative had already been affected by the 
desire of the Christian community to keep on good terms with 
Rome. 

The combination of the tradition concerning Barabbas with 
the Passion narrative has altered this narrative to such an 
extent that it has rendered it quite impossible to reconstitute 

1 Barabbas may mean “son of the father.” It is not certain that Barabbas 
is not a symbolical name. The treatise Berachot (186, text quoted by Strack- 
Billerbeck, I, p. 1031) reports a story which shows that the name Abbas 
was used a great deal. Thus Barabbas may simply mean “son of Abbas.” 

2 In the light of the fact mentioned in the preceding note, we ought to 
adapt Brandt’s hypothesis, and, instead of speaking of the son of a rabbi, 
we should call him the son of a popular and influential person named 
Abbas. 
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it in its original form. Two elements only of the account of the 
Roman trial can be retained: first, that the trial began with a 
question put by Pilate to Jesus about his claims to be a king, 
a question which showed immediately that he regarded the 
matter as very serious indeed; and secondly, that it closed 
with the death sentence preceded by scourging. 1 Before the 
tradition had been transformed in such a way that the Romans 
were absolved of responsibility for the death of Jesus, and all 
the guilt was transferred to the Jews, this may have been the 
whole extent of the narrative. Our usual conception of the 
trial of Jesus is influenced by the fact that to us the closing 
act in the Gospel story, owing to its results, seems to be the 
most important event in the history of the first century. Pilate 
did not see things in this light, and, doubtless, he would have 
been very much surprised if he had been told that the “poor 
little Jew” who appeared before him that day would cause his 
own name to be handed down in an immortal story. It may be 
that Pilate had examined the case of Jesus before he made his 
decision, and he may have made up his mind beforehand. 
In asking Jesus, “Art thou the King of the Jews?” he was 
perhaps less formulating a question than indicating the motive 
for the sentence which he intended to pronounce, without 
paying attention to anything the accused might say. The fate 
of Jesus was sealed not at the Praetorium but at the moment 
when the Jewish authorities denounced Jesus as an agitator 
and as an aspirant to the Messiahship, and when the Pro¬ 
curator decided to arrest him. 

The incident of the tilulus confirms the view that Jesus was 
condemned as an aspirant to royal power, that is to say, as the 
Messiah. It was a Roman custom to publish abroad the 
reason for the condemnation by an inscription which was 
sometimes carried before the condemned person on the way to 
execution, and sometimes fixed to the instrument of torture 
itself. 2 

1 This does not mean that Jesus was condemned to a double punishment, 
for those who were condemned to death were regularly scourged before 
they were crucified. 

2 Suetonius: Domitian, 10; Caligula , 32. Dion Cassius, 54, 8. Eusebius: 
Eccl. Hist., V, 1, 44. 
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Mark’s note about the titulus (xv. 26) is very simple and 
natural; it implies that the evangelist did not attach any 
special significance to it. First of all he does not speak of an 
inscription, but of the inscription. In his mind, therefore, the 
chief point was the content of the inscription, which was the 
usual accompaniment of every crucifixion. In his account it 
was simply this : “The King of the Jews.” 

Matthew’s account does not differ from that of Mark save 
for a few details of expression (xxvii. 37). Luke (xxiii. 38) 
speaks of an inscription, 1 as though it were something excep¬ 
tional. As he mentions the inscription after the scene of the 
insults with the words, “there was also an inscription,” he 
seems to have regarded the inscription as something intended 
to be deliberately insulting to Jesus. 

John (xix. 19-22) has developed the incident of the titulus 
still further. Pilate writes and orders an inscription to be 
nailed to the cross which reads thus: “Jesus of Nazareth, 
the King of the Jews.” A great many people read this 
inscription, which is inscribed in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew 
(that is, in Aramaic). The chief priests protest. They say to 
Pilate: “Write not, The King of the Jews; but that he said, 
I am King of the Jews.” Pilate refuses to modify what he has 
written, and declares: “What I have written, I have written.” 

The tendency of this account is obvious: the inscription no 
longer forms part of the usual publicity which accompanies 
such an execution; it is not by chance, but by a providential 
arrangement, that Pilate thus proclaims the truth of the 
royalty of Jesus against which the Jews protest in vain. 

In the preceding pages we have been following the Synoptic 
narrative only. Now let us try to see whether the Johannine 
narrative may not contain some data which will allow us to 
confirm, complete, or correct our conclusions. This narrative 
is more fully developed than that of Mark. Although it contains 
none of the incidents peculiar to Luke (the appearance before 
Herod), or Matthew (the dream of Pilate’s wife, Pilate 
washing his hands), and although it condenses the episode of 

1 According to a certain number of MSS. (n*. A. D. N. W., etc.), this 
inscription was written in Greek, Latin, and Hebrew. This is an addition 
made according to the text of John. 
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Barabbas, its length is almost double that of Mark (29 verses 
instead of 15). 

The trial begins at dawn (xviii. 28), but the sentence is not 
pronounced until about the sixth hour, that is, at noon. 
Evidently John wished to show that Pilate resisted the pressure 
of the Jews for a long time. 

There first comes an interview between Pilate and the Jews, 
at which Jesus is not present. Pilate enquires into the charges 
brought against Jesus, the Jews reply that if he had not been 
guilty they would not have delivered him up. To which Pilate 
replies: “Take ye him and judge him according to your 
law.” The Jews remind him that “It is not lawful for them to 
put any man to death” (xviii. 29-32). John is no better informed 
than his predecessors concerning the charges which the Jews 
are supposed to have brought against Jesus before Pilate. The 
idea that the Jews were forced to remind Pilate that the 
Roman Government had removed from them the right of trying 
cases in which the extreme penalty can be pronounced is 
extremely improbable. Its only point is to stress the fact that 
Pilate was forced to take up the case of Jesus against his will. 

After this first conversation Pilate returns to the Praetorium 
and asks Jesus: “Art thou the King of the Jews?” This is the 
same question as the one recorded in the Marcan narrative, 
and neither here nor there is it explained by that which 
preceded it. The answer of Jesus is more detailed. Jesus begins 
by asking Pilate: “Sayest thou this thing of thyself, or did 
others tell it thee of me?” To which the Procurator replies: 
“Am I a Jew? Thine own nation and the chief priests have 
delivered thee unto me. What hast thou done?” Then Jesus 
declares that his kingdom is not of this world, for if my 
kingdom were of this world, then would my servants, fight. 
Pilate repeats his question: “Art thou a king then?” Jesus 
replies very gravely: “Thou sayest that I am a king. To this 
end was I born, and for this cause came I into the world, 
that I should bear witness unto the truth.” Pilate asks: What 
is truth?” As he goes out without waiting for an answer, we 
can only regard these words as a contemptuous exclamation 
(xviii. 33-37)- Apart from the question, “Art thou a King 
then?” which comes from the Synoptic narrative, this frag¬ 
ment must be assigned to the evangelist. We find in it some 
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of his most characteristic ideas, and it reveals his intention to 
emphasize the spiritual and non-political nature of the royalty 
of Jesus. 

After the enquiry Pilate goes out a second time to speak to 
the Jews. He declares that he has found no fault in Jesus; 
hence he proposes to let him take advantage of the Paschal 
pardon. The people refuse and clamour for Barabbas (xviii. 
38-40). This comes directly from the Synoptic Gospels. 

Although the sentence has not yet been pronounced, Pilate 
gives the order for Jesus to be scourged; the soldiers drag him 
away and ill-treat him (xix. 1-3). The position of this episode 
is most singular. The torture begins before the trial is over. 
This is because in the Synoptic narrative the sentence and the 
scourging take place immediately after the people have refused 
to allow Jesus to take advantage of the Paschal pardon. 

After the scourging and mockery, Pilate takes Jesus and leads 
him out before the people, saying: “I bring him forth to you 
that ye may know that I find no fault in him.” He presents 
Jesus to the people wearing the crown of thorns and the 
purple robe and says: “Behold the man!” which in his mind 
simply means: “Here is the individual in question.” To the 
evangelist the declaration also means: “Behold! the Son of 
Man.” When they see Jesus, the chief priests and their agents 
cry out: “Crucify him! Crucify him!” Pilate then says to 
them: “Take ye him and crucify him, for I find no fault in 
him.” The Jews reply: “We have a Law, and by our Law he 
ought to die, because he made himself the Son of God” (xix. 
4-7). We need not try to discover some historical tradition 
behind this account. The very fact that Pilate advises the 
Jews to crucify Jesus apart from his orders proves that this 
element is not historical. 

When Pilate hears the words, “Son of God,” he begins to 
be afraid. Until that moment, thinks the evangelist, he has 
regarded Jesus as an innocent man; now he has a vague sense 
that he is possibly in the presence of someone with super¬ 
natural powers (xix. 8). He returns to the Praetorium with 
Jesus and asks him: “Whence art thou?” but Jesus makes no 
reply. In this silence of Jesus there is a recurrence of a detail 
which occurs in the beginning of the Marcan narrative, and 
which John had omitted. Pilate becomes irritated, and reminds 


THE SENTENCE 


525 


Jesus that he has the power to release him and the power to 
crucify him. This phrase does not fit in well with the rest of 
the story, which assumes, on the contrary, that the Procurator 
can only release Jesus if the Jews are willing that he should do 
so. The saying of Pilate is only there in order to call forth the 
response of Jesus: “Thou couldest have no power at all against 
me, except it were given thee from above: therefore he that 
delivered me 1 unto thee hath the greater sin” (xix. 9-11). 
The meaning of this declaration is not quite clear: the fact 
that Pilate has received his authority from on high does not 
lessen his responsibility. We must give up the attempt to find 
a logical connexion between the two propositions, in spite of 
the words, “this is why,” which connects them with each other. 
They are two affirmations of loyalty to the Roman Govern¬ 
ment. The authority of the magistrates comes from God 
(cf. Rom. xiii. 1), and actual responsibility for the death of 
Jesus must be laid at the door of the Jews. 

When Pilate receives this reply he makes another effort to 
release Jesus, but the Jews cry out: “If thou let this man go, 
thou art not Caesar’s friend: whosoever maketh himself a 
king speaketh against Caesar” (xix. 12). This fragment does 
not fit in very well at this point. This scene cannot have taken 
place in the Praetorium into which the Jews have not entered; 
and it is only at verse 13 that it is said that Pilate makes Jesus 
come forth. Here there has been some editorial carelessness. 

When, for the last time, Pilate has made Jesus come forth, he 
seats himself on the judgment seat and says to the Jews: 
“Behold your King!” They clamour aloud: “Away with him, 
away with him, crucify him!” “Shall I crucify your King?” 
says Pilate. The chief priests reply: “We have no king but 
Caesar.” 2 Then Pilate decides to hand Jesus over to them 
to be crucified. 

1 According to xviii. 35, it is the people and the chief priests who delivered 
Jesus up to Pilate. There is here a slight confusion in the use of the singular. 
It would disappear if what was meant was that it was Satan who delivered 
Jesus up to Pilate. This interpretation does not seem probable, assuming 
that the whole account of the sentence has been arranged in such a way 
that the guilt is thrown upon the Jews. 

2 In Greek the same word means King and Emperor. 
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The fact that this scene is localized at the place called “the 
Pavement 55 suggests that it comes from a source. It seems strange 
that the topographical detail should occur at the end of the 
story. It is also surprising that Pilate should not take his place 
on the judgment seat till towards the sixth hour, although 
the trial had begun at break of day. Here John seems to be 
following a tradition concerning the death of Jesus which is 
independent of that of the Synoptics, since that did not include 
any topographical details. But this tradition has been adapted 
by John, who has used it for the conclusion and the summing 
up of his narrative. The link between the kingship attributed 
to Jesus and the sentence of death seems to come from this 
source, but we must assign to the evangelist the intervention 
of the crowd, and its declaration, so opposed to all that we 
know of the sentiments of the Jews: “We have no king but 
Caesar. 55 Jesus was not crucified because he was, or pretended 
to be, the King of the Jews, as the account of the trial implies, 
but precisely because he was accused of wishing to be the 
King of the Jews. 

The alteration of the primitive tradition on the question of 
the death sentence comes out again in these words: “Then 
delivered he him therefore unto them to be crucified. 55 The 
tendentious character of this formula is revealed by the fact 
that it is contradicted by what follows, where it is not the 
Jews but the Romans who crucify Jesus. 

A study of the Johannine narrative therefore has led to the 
same conclusion as that of the Marcan narrative. There was 
no real trial of Jesus before Pilate. The Procurator simply had 
Jesus brought before him and told him that since he was the 
King of the Jews he would be crucified. 


CHAPTER XX 


THE SENTENCE INFLICTED 


I. Scourging and Mockery 

The scourging which regularly preceded crucifixion is men¬ 
tioned very briefly by Mark (xv. 15) and by Matthew (xxvii. 
26): “And when he had scourged Jesus, he delivered him to 
be crucified. 55 Thus the scourging seems to have taken place 
in the presence of Pilate, at the same place where the sentence 
had been passed condemning Jesus to death. Jesus was bound 
to a pillar and then beaten by soldiers armed with flagella , 
that is, with whips of leather whose thongs were knotted and 
interspersed with pieces of metal. 1 Here, and in the whole 
account of the tortures to which Jesus was subjected, the 
narrators exhibit remarkable restraint. They do not seek to 
stir the feelings of their readers by dwelling on the sufferings 
of Jesus; on the contrary, the language of their narrative 
resembles that of an official report. Instinctively they realize 
that such a story is far more moving if it is told with simplicity. 

By placing the scourging and the mockery during the trial 
John has misrepresented its character. We know why he altered 2 
the order of the incidents in this part of the story. Luke does 
not mention this part of the Passion narrative. The way in 
which, twice over, he mentions the proposal of Pilate to the 
people to release Jesus after he has had him scourged (xxiii. 
16, 22) seems to indicate that he had not understood that 
scourging was a penalty which accompanied the penalty of 
crucifixion; he seems to have thought that at a given moment 
Pilate had hesitated between two possible choices: should he 
have Jesus scourged or crucified? Another explanation may 
also be suggested, namely, that Mark and Matthew do not 
only mention the scourging inflicted upon Jesus, but, between 

1 Fulda: Das Kreuz , und die Kreuzigung , Fulda, 1878, pp. 134 f. Scourging 
covered the backs of those unfortunate people who underwent this punish¬ 
ment with blood. Cf. Josephus: G.J ., VI, 5, 3, If 304. 
a See p. 524. 
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the verdict and the departure for the scene of the execution, 
they also relate the scene of the insults and mockery to which 
Jesus had to submit within the Praetorium. Luke gives the 
equivalent after the appearance of Jesus before Herod; this 
was doubtless in order to suppress an episode which was in 
itself rather inconsistent, and it is perhaps the alteration of 
the position of the scene of the mockery which also caused 
the disappearance of the scene of the scourging. Thus it is not 
necessary to imagine that Luke and John were acquainted 
with a tradition according to which, directly the sentence had 
been passed, Jesus was led away to be crucified. 

Mark (xv. 16-20) and Matthew (xxvii. 27-31) describe the 
scene of the mockery in almost the same way; the difference 
between their accounts is of very slight significance. 

The soldiers lead Jesus to the interior of the court called 
the Praetorium, and gather the members of the cohort together. 1 
They throw a purple robe round the prisoner, place on his 
head a crown of thorns, 2 3 and then say: “Hail! King of tne 
Jews!” They strike his face, spit upon him, and kneel before 
him in mocking homage. Then they remove the purple mantle, 
give him back his clothes, and lead him away to be crucified. 
Thus, in derision, Jesus is treated as a king. This also is the 
significance of the two scenes which Luke and John report 
at another point in the story: Luke, after Jesus had been 
brought before Herod (xxiii. 11), and John, in the middle of 
the trial, when the people have refused to allow Jesus to be 
pardoned and set free under the special conditions attached 
to the Passover festival (xix. 5), and a little later when Pilate 
presents him to the Jews as their King. These three different 
scenes, which differ in position, and also in those who take 
part in them, cannot be independent of each other from the 
literary point of view. 

Some critics 3 have compared the scene recorded by Mark 

1 That is to say, the detachment of the cohort which, according to which¬ 
ever hypothesis we adopt, was at the fortress Antonia or at the Palace 
of Herod, and not the whole of the Jerusalem garrison. 

2 Matthew adds that they placed a reed in his hands as a sceptre. 

3 Wendland: Jesus als Saturnalienkonig , Hermes , 1898, pp. I 75 _I 79 - K 
Cumont: Les Actes de S. Dasius, Analecta Bollandiana , 1897, pp* 5 _I ^> Le roi 
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with a custom which, varying from a mystery rite to a simple 
popular custom, centres round the idea of the King of the 
Carnival, a theme whose primitive idea seems to have been 
that of the annual sacrifice of a victim who was first of all 
treated as a king. 1 But in these customs and rites, the hero 
who was destined to be the victim was treated with the honour 
due to a real king and not in mockery. The duration (probably 
very short) of the scene of the mockery, and even its very 
character, are not in line with these customs. It is probable 
that the scene recorded by Mark had no special significance: 
the soldiers, before they led Jesus away to the place of execu¬ 
tion, gave free rein to their instincts of cruelty by mocking 
him who had just been condemned on the charge of aspiring 
to be King of the Jews. Although the evangelists may have 
given a symbolic meaning to the incident, this is no argument 
against its historicity. 

The comparison between the scene which took place in the 
Praetorium and that which took place in the court of the 
high priest’s palace is not sufficiently close for us to argue that 
the one is derived from the other. One detail, however, should 
be noted. At the palace of the high priest Jesus is condemned 
for having believed that he was the Messiah, that is, the 
Prophet par excellence , 2 and it is the Prophet whom the servants 
of the Sanhedrin treat with contempt. Pilate, in sentencing 
Jesus to death, was sentencing the King of the Jews, and it 
was as King of the Jews that the soldiers mocked him. This 
similarity shows that the two accounts have undergone, to say 
the least, a good deal of editorial elaboration. It is difficult 
to say to what extent the editor has carried this process of 

desSaturnales, Revue dephilologie, 1897, pp. 143-153. Frazer: Le bouc emissaire, 
trad. P. Sayn, Paris, 1925, pp. 373 f. S. Reinach : Le Roisupplicie , C.M.R ., I, 
pp. 332-341. Reich : Der Konig mit der Dornenkrone , Giessen, 1905. Vollmer : 
Jesus und das Sacaenenopfer, Giessen, 1905. Geffcken: Die Verhohnung Christi 
durch die Kriegsknechte , Hermes , 1906, pp. 220-229. K. Lubeck: Die Dornen- 
kronung Christi. Eine religionsgeschichtliche Studie, Regensburg, 1906. 

1 On the meaning and the nature of this rite, see the very suggestive study 
by J. Toutain : Uidee religieuse de redemption et Vim de ses principaux rites dans 
VantiquiU grecque et romaine , Annuaire de V Ecole des Hautes Etudes, Sciences 
religieuses , 1916-1917. 

3 In John i. 21, it seems that, if not in the text, then at least in its source, 
the term prophet should be taken to mean Messiah. 
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adaptation: has it merely extended to giving a symbolic 
meaning to the ill-treatment which Jesus underwent before 
he was led to Pilate, and after he was sentenced to death? 
or is it the duplication of one incident? or has it actually 
created the two accounts, which, in the Marcan narrative, 
are its counterpart? 


II. On the Way to Execution 

When the scene of mockery is over the soldiers lead Jesus away 
to be crucified (Mark xv. 20-21; John xix. 17). 

Mark, Matthew, and Luke say that a passer-by, Simon of 
Cyrene, who had come in from the country, 1 is forced to carry 
the cross, or, more exactly, the patibulum , the cross-beam which 
every condemned person had to carry to the place of execution. 2 3 4 
According to John, Jesus himself carried it. 3 

Salomon Reinach 4 considers the fact reported by the Synop- 
tists to be untenable from the historical point of view, and this 
for three reasons. The first is that there is no other example 
of soldiers forcing a passer-by to carry the cross of a condemned 
person, and he asserts that such an act would have been illegal; 
the second is this, that the bearing of the patibulum by the 
condemned person was an integral part of the penalty, and 
the third that the episode is only an illustration of the saying 
of Jesus: “Whosoever will come after me, let him deny himself, 
and take up his cross, and follow me 55 (Mark viii. 34*). None 

1 Mark says that Simon was the father of Alexander and Rufus. Paul 
(Rom. xvi. 13) names a Rufus who may have been one of Simon’s sons. 
We know that there are good reasons for thinking that the Gospel of Mark 
was written at Rome (Bacon: Is Mark a Roman Gospel? Harv. theol. St., VII, 
Cambridge, Mass., 1919). Matthew and Luke do not give the names of 
the sons of Simon, doubtless because they were not people who would be 
known to their readers. 

2 On this point, see Plautus : Miles gloriosus, 359; Carbon, fragm. 3 (Weise). 
Plutarch: De sera numinis vindicta, 9. Artemidorus: Oneirocriticon, I, 56. 
From the first of these passages we learn that the patibulum was placed on 
the nape of the neck of the condemned person, and that the arms, which 
were extended, were fastened to it. 

3 Nor is there any mention of Simon carrying the cross in the Gospel of 
Peter. 

4 Simon de Cyrene: C.M.R., IV, pp. 183 f. 
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of these arguments are valid. No legal obligation can overrule 
a physical impossibility, and there is no word anywhere, in 
any part of the narrative, to suggest that Simon was asked 
to carry the cross from motives of pity. It is, of course, true 
that the Gospels do not say, as do the later legends, that Jesus 
fell to the ground under the weight of the patibulum , and that 
his guards had to allow him to be relieved of the burden; but 
it is not improbable that after the torture of the scourging 
Jesus was actually physically unable to carry the patibulum , 
or at least to carry it all the way. The conjecture is confirmed 
by the swiftness with which death came to him, for very often 
those who were crucified lingered a much longer time. When 
the condemned person was actually unable to carry the pati¬ 
bulum someone else had to be found to carry it. The fact that 
Simon of Cyrene was impressed for this service was illegal, 
it is true, but the whole history of Judaea under the govern¬ 
ment of the Procurators teems with annoying and illegal 
actions. Finally, it is inconceivable that the episode could 
have been suggested by a saying in which everyone is sum¬ 
moned to carry his own cross, and not that of Jesus, and to 
do so willingly, and not under compulsion. 1 

Thus there is one objection only against the historicity of 
the episode of Simon of Cyrene, and that is, the silence of 
the Fourth Gospel. Many critics, Jean Reville and Salomon 
Reinach 2 3 for instance, have thought that the incident was 
omitted for controversial reasons. The evangelists may have 
wished to dispose of Docetist attempts to exploit it in a way 
favourable to their ideas. But there is nothing to justify us 
in thinking that, at the period when the Fourth Gospel was 
being composed, the following theory was in existence: that 
Simon of Cyrene, after he had carried the cross for Jesus, had 
been crucified in his place and in a form exactly like his own. 
According to Irenaeus 3 this was a favourite theory of the 
Docetists. If John had really wished to dispose of an erroneous 

1 The most one could admit—and that would still be only a possibility— 
is that a feature peculiar to Luke (Simon carrying the cross “after Jesus”) 

might have been suggested by the words: “If any man will come after 
me,” of Luke ix. 23. 

3 Jean Reville: Q.£., p. 273. S. Reinach: C.A 1 .R., II, pp. 183 f. 

3 Irenaeus: Adv. Haer., I, 24, 4. 


532 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

interpretation of the incident, he would have said that when 
Calvary was reached the soldiers set Simon free. We prefer 
the view expressed by Brandt, Bauer, and Loisy: 1 that the 
evangelist desired to eliminate any element in the story which 
might seem to diminish the sufferings of Christ; perhaps he 
had also been influenced by the saying of Jesus that everyone 
must carry his own cross (Mark viii. 34), and also in addition 
by the story in the Old Testament in which Isaac himself 
carries the wood for the sacrifice (Gen. xxii. 6). We must also 
draw attention to the fact that John has not only omitted the 
incident of Simon of Cyrene, but several other accessory details 
of the Passion narrative, as though he wished to concentrate 
the reader’s attention entirely on Jesus himself. 

In the account of the walk to the place of execution Luke has 
a passage which is peculiar to his Gospel: 

And there followed him a great company of people, and of women, 
which also bewailed and lamented him. But Jesus turning unto 
them said, Daughters of Jerusalem, weep not for me, but weep for 
yourselves, and for your children. For, behold, the days are coming, 
in the which they shall say, Blessed are the barren, and the wombs 
that never bare, and the paps which never gave suck. Then shall 
they begin to say to the mountains, Fall on us; and to the hills, 
Cover us. For if they do these things in a green tree, what shall 
be done in the dry? (xxiii. 27-31). 

This great company which had compassion on Jesus is men¬ 
tioned again at the close of the account of the crucifixion. 
After Jesus had died: 

All the people that came together to that sight, beholding the things 
which were done, smote their breasts and returned (xxiii. 48). 

These two fragments belong to the same tradition. The spirit 
they describe which animates the crowd is contrasted with 
that which is described in the account of the trial before 
Pilate. It is impossible to understand how people who have 
clamoured for this penalty can now feel it to be a disaster. 

1 Brandt: Ev. Gesch., p. 174. Bauer: L.J. nt. Ap., p. 292. Loisy: Quatr . 
Ev 1 ., p. 872; 1 p. 483. 
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The words of Jesus (in Luke xxiii) do not agree with the 
idea that it was the Jews who were responsible for his death; 
here the Romans seem to be regarded as the enemies both 
of Jesus and of the Jewish people. 

This section cannot have been created by Luke. It can only 
be explained as the survival of an older tradition than that 
which placed the blame for the death of Jesus upon the Jews. 
Doubtless it is also due to the influence of this tradition that 
Luke does not mention the insults hurled at Jesus by the 
passers-by as he hung on the cross. 


III. The Crucifixion 

Calvary, in Aramaic Golgotha, to which the soldiers led Jesus 
(Mark xv. 22*), 1 was a bare hill, with a distant resemblance 
to the outline of a skull. Later on this name, which seems 
originally to have meant the same as the French name Chaumont 
(bare hill), was to serve as a point of departure for all sorts 
of speculations and legends: Golgotha was at last said to be 
the place where the skull of Adam had been buried. 

In the ancient world executions took place in public; there 
were no special places reserved for them. Usually they took 
place near towns, by the roadside or at cross-roads, in order 
that passers-by might see the gibbet. Apart from all the tradi¬ 
tions which have gathered round the question of the site of 
Calvary, topographical considerations alone lead us to think 
that very probably the execution of Jesus took place to the 
north of Jerusalem, since it is the only side of the city from 
which the ground does not slope away abruptly. 

Mark (xv. 23) tells us how before Jesus was crucified he was 
offered some drugged wine, which he refused to drink. In 
the Book of Proverbs we read: 

Give strong drink unto him that is ready to perish, and wine unto 
those that be of heavy hearts. Let him drink and forget his poverty, 
and remember his misery no more (xxxi. 6-7). 


1 For the site of Calvary and of the Holy Sepulchre, see the Appendix, 
pp. 546 ff. 
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In obedience to this exhortation in the Sacred Books, the 
women of Jerusalem used to give this “wine of heaviness” 
to those who were condemned to death by crucifixion. 1 This 
detail has no particular significance. It formed part of the 
usual course of an execution. By pointing out that Jesus refused 
the drink which was offered him, Mark wishes to lay stress 
on the fact that Jesus bore all the sufferings of the cross to 
the very end. 2 3 

The crucifixion is mentioned very briefly—indeed, this brevity 
of statement is remarkable; a word or two, and that is all. 
Jesus was crucified, certainly according to the usual methods, 
which were not fixed rigidly in every detail. 

The torture of crucifixion 3 is of eastern origin. From the days 
of the Punic wars the Romans used it as a punishment for 
slaves; it was the servile supplicium par excellence . According to 
Josephus the Romans used it a great deal in Palestine. After 
the Siege of Jerusalem Titus crucified so many Jews that, says 
Josephus, “there was not enough room for the crosses, nor 
enough crosses for the condemned” (G.J., V, 11, 2, 451). 

The shape of the cross varied. Sometimes it was simply a 
stake or a tree to which the victim was fastened by his hands. 
Sometimes the cross was made of two parts, a cross-beam 
( patibulum ) being fixed either above the vertical beam ( crux 
commissa or patibulata), or a little lower down ( crux immissa or 
captitata , the Latin cross). The mention of the titulus does not 
prove that Jesus was crucified on a cross of the Latin type. 
As the arms of the victim could not remain in the horizontal 
position, an inscription fastened to the patibulum itself would 
have been easily visible on a cross patibulata . 

1 Passages which bear witness to this custom will be found in Strack- 
Billerbeck (I, p. 1037). 

2 In Matthew (xxvii. 34) the drugged wine has become wine mingled with 
gall. Here we can recognize the influence of Psa. lxix. 22 (LXX: lxviii): 
“They gave me also gall for my meat, and in my thirst they gave me vinegar 
to drink.” Neither Luke nor John has given this detail, doubtless because 
they thought it would only mean duplicating the incident of the vinegar. 

3 Fulda: Der Kreuz. Saglio: art. Croix , in the Dictionnaire des Antiquith 
de Saglio, I, 2, col. 1573. Hitzig: art. Crux , in Pauly-Wissowa, Realenc.f 
class. Altertumswissenschaft , Neue Bearb., IV, pp. 1728—1731. Dom Leclerq: 
art. Croix , D.A.C.L. , III, 2, col. 3045 ff. 
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The condemned person, stripped of his clothing, was fas¬ 
tened to the patibulum, sometimes (and this seems to have been 
the most usual way) with' cords and sometimes with nails. 1 
In this case, after the patibulum had been placed in position, 
the feet were sometimes fastened in the same way. 2 The hori¬ 
zontal beam was placed at such a height that the feet of the 
victim could not touch the ground; the cross was usually just 
high enough to make this possible, but no higher. 

We can scarcely imagine the sufferings endured by those 
unfortunate beings who died by crucifixion. Crucifixion, 
says Albert Reville, “is one of the most abominable forms of 
torture that has ever been invented by those whose genius 
created forms of torture. We may perhaps even regard it as 
first among the ‘crudelissimum telerimumque supplicium, the most 
cruel and the most hideous of tortures,’ as Cicero says {In 
Verrem, v. 64): In actual fact it represented the acme of the 
torturer’s art: atrocious physical sufferings, length of torment, 
ignominy, the effect on the crowd gathered to witness the 
long agony of the crucified. Nothing could be more horrible 
than the sight of this living body, breathing, seeing, hearing, 
still able to feel, and yet reduced to the state of a corpse by 
forced immobility and absolute helplessness. We cannot even 
say that the crucified person writhed in agony, for it was 
impossible for him to move. Stripped of his clothing, unable 
even to brush away the flies which fell upon his wounded 
flesh, already lacerated by the preliminary scourging, exposed 
to the insults and curses of people who can always find some 
sickening pleasure in the sight of the tortures of others, a 
feeling which is increased and not diminished by the sight of 
pain—the cross represented miserable humanity reduced to 
the last degree of impotence, suffering, and degradation. The 
penalty of crucifixion combined all that the most ardent 
tormentor could desire: torture, the pillory, degradation, and 

1 It is not at all certain that Jesus was nailed to the cross. The earliest 
passage which mentions the nails in the hands of Jesus is John xx. 25—275 
Justin Martyr ( Apol ., I, 35; Dial 97, 3) is the first to speak of nails in 
the feet. 

2 Some representations of the torture of the cross seem to suggest that the 
feet of the victim rested on a support, the suppedaneum or pedale. The idea 
of the suppedaneum may simply be due to the fact that the artist found it 
difficult to represent the nailing of the feet. 
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certain death, distilled slowly drop by drop. It was an ideal 
form of torture.” 1 

The torment of crucifixion could last for many hours. The 
agony of Jesus, according to the account in Mark (xv. 25, 34), 
lasted for three hours, from the sixth until the ninth hour 
(from noon until three o’clock), and, as the evangelist cannot 
be suspected of any desire to shorten the sufferings of Jesus, 
this point may be regarded as historical. We do not know 
what was the actual cause of death on the cross. 2 The torture 
may have affected both the circulation and the respiration, 
and thus have led finally to heart failure. 

According to the received text of Luke (xxiii. 34), after Jesus 
was crucified he is represented as saying: “Father, forgive 
them, for they know not what they do.” These words are 
absent from many important manuscripts. 3 It is easy to con¬ 
jecture that they may have been added by transposing the 
precept in the Sermon on the Mount: “Pray for them which 
persecute you” (Matt. v. 44), and, further, owing to the 
influence of the prayer of the dying martyr, Stephen: “Lord, 
lay not this sin to their charge” (Acts vii. 60). This saying 
may also have been imputed to Jesus under the influence of 
Isa. liii. 12: “He made intercession for the transgressors.” On 
the contrary, it would be impossible to imagine that this 
saying could have been omitted by some of the copyists if it 
had formed part of the original text of Luke, and by Mark 
and Matthew if it had been present in the primitive tradition. 

After the soldiers had crucified Jesus they divided his garments 
among themselves. It was the custom for the garments of 
condemned persons to belong to the executioners. This detail 
is quite natural, and in recording it the Synoptists simply 
intended to mention a point in the course of the process of 
crucifixion, just as Mark did in speaking of the drugged wine. 
Later it was noticed that in verse 18 of Psa. xxii (LXX, xxi) 
the righteous man who is being persecuted says: “They parted 

1 Albert Reville : Jesus de Nazareth , II, pp. 405 f. 

2 See, on this subject, P. W. Schmidt: Gesch. Jesu , II, pp. 409—414. 

3 B. D. W. O. 124-38-435-579-1241 ab. sy s sa. Someone has corrected 
the text of N by placing them between brackets. 
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my garments among them, and for my robe they cast lots.” 
The first three evangelists did not notice this coincidence, for 
if they had noted it they would most certainly have pointed 
it out. 1 John did notice it (xix. 23-24), and he has emphasized 
the fulfilment of a prophecy by quoting the verse of the Psalm; 
and in order to adapt the narrative more fully to the text of 
the Psalmist he has made a distinction between the distri¬ 
bution of the clothes and the casting of lots for the tunic. 2 

After speaking of the crucifixion, the titulus , and the distri¬ 
bution of the clothing, Mark (xv. 27) adds: “And with him 
they crucify two thieves, the one on his right hand and the 
other on his left .”3 Matthew (xxvii. 38) modifies what seems 
strange in the fact that the crucifixion of the robbers is not 
mentioned until now by saying: “Then . . . were crucified. . . .” 

Luke mentions the robbers at the arrival at the place of 
execution, and, like John, he says that they were crucified at 
the same time as Jesus (Luke xxiii. 32-33; John xix. 18). Thus 

1 It is true that in Matt, xxvii. 35 the received text adds with some MSS. 
of the western group {A. 0 . 0 .) and some versions: “in order that it might 
be fulfilled which was written by the prophet: ‘they have parted my 
garments among them and for my vesture did they cast lots.* ” This is most 
decidedly an addition which has come from John (xix. 24). Salomon 
Reinach (Le verset 18 du Psaume 22, C.M.R ., II, pp. 437-442) did not per¬ 
ceive the non-authenticity of this text when he appealed to it to prove that 
the division of the garments was a creation of prophetic exegesis. 

2 He explains this procedure by saying that the robe of Jesus was woven 
in one piece throughout. This idea may have been suggested to him by 
the fact that, according to Josephus (A.J., III, 7, 4, ^ 161), the high priest 
wore a robe woven in one piece because of Lev. xxi. 10. It is not at all 
certain, as has sometimes been supposed, that John attached to this fact 
speculations like those of Philo (De profugiis , 20; De ebrietate , 21), which 
he develops with reference to the robe of the high priest, in which he sees 
an image of the Logos. The doubling of the sharing of the garments and 
the casting of lots for the robe, as the result of the literal interpretation of 
a prophetic expression, have an equivalent in Matt. xxi. 7 > where the 
evangelist represents Jesus as riding on an ass and on a colt at the same 
time because there was a double expression in Zech. ix. 9. 

3 Some MSS. (E. F. G., etc.), the Latin versions, the Peshitto, and some 
others, add: “And thus was fulfilled the Scripture which said: ‘and he was 
numbered with the transgressors’ ” (verse 28 in the received text). The 
verse quoted is from Isa. liii. 2, which Luke had placed in the mouth of 
Jesus in xxii. 37. Here again it is the later tradition only which asserts 
that this was the fulfilment of a prophecy. 


538 THE LIFE OF JESUS 

the development of tradition has tended to incorporate the 
crucifixion of the robbers into the narrative. May this not be 
an added element, perhaps under the influence of Isa. liii. 2? 
From the idea of Jesus crucified like a malefactor it would 
be easy to pass to the idea that Jesus was executed with male¬ 
factors. However, since there is no reference in the text to the 
passage in Isaiah we cannot come to any conclusion on this 
point. 


IV. Mockery and Insult 

The mockery to which Jesus was subjected forms one of the 
main themes in the Passion narrative. It is taken up three 
times by Mark and by Matthew. First of all it is the passers-by 
who shake their heads, saying: “Ah, thou that destroyest the 
temple, and buildest it in three days, Save thyself, and come 
down from the cross” (Mark xv. 29-30*)then it is the chief 
priests who say: “He saved others, himself he cannot save. 
Let Christ the King of Israel descend now from the cross, that 
we may see and believe” (Mark xv. 31-32#*). 2 Finally, the 
robbers also revile Jesus (Mark xv. 326*). 

In the Lucan narrative the people simply watch in dumb 
silence (xxiii. 35#). 3 On the other hand, as though he wished 
to insist on giving three scenes of mockery, like Mark and 
Matthew, Luke says that the soldiers mocked Jesus, offering 
him vinegar and saying: “If thou be the King of the Jews, 
save thyself” (xxiii. 36-38). This scene is artificial, as we can 
soon see when we perceive that it is composed of two elements 
detached from their context in Mark, in one of which the 
original meaning has been changed. The first element is that 
the priests and the scribes call Jesus the “King of Israel” 
(Mark xv. 32), and the second is the incident of the vinegar 
(Mark xv. 34-36*). 

1 Matthew (xxvii. 40) adds: “If thou be the Son of God.” 

2 Matthew (xxvii. 43) adds a phrase borrowed from Psa. xxii. 8, and 
Wisd. of Sol. ii. 3: “He trusted in God that he would now deliver him, 
for he said: I am the Son of God.” 

3 The omission of the mockery of the passers-by is also the result of the 
fact that in the account of the trial before the Sanhedrin Luke has omitted 
all mention of the saying about the destruction and reconstruction of the 
Temple. 
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Only one of the robbers, according to Luke (xxiii. 39, 43), 
insults Jesus by saying to him: “Art not thou the Christ? 
Save thyself and us!” In order to develop this story out of 
the simple mention of mockery and insults in Mark and 
Matthew, Luke has merely utilized a detail already mentioned 
in connexion with the mockery of the priests and the soldiers. 
The method which he has used makes it seem very unlikely 
that in this case he was making use of a private tradition. 
The other robber reproaches his companion with having no 
fear of God, although his punishment is well deserved, whereas 
the one who is crucified with them has done nothing amiss; 
then he looks at Jesus and asks him to remember him when 
he comes into his kingdom; and Jesus replies: “Verily I say 
unto thee, to-day shalt thou be with me in Paradise.” This 
conception is practically the same as that in the parable of 
Dives and Lazarus (Luke xvi. 19-31), where, immediately after 
his death, Lazarus is borne by angels into Abraham’s bosom. 
This idea of a salvation realized immediately, at the moment 
of death, differs materially from that which we find in the 
earliest forms of Christian thought, according to which sal¬ 
vation would not be fully realized until the parousia of the 
Lord. This is all the more significant since the prayer of the 
robber is uttered from the point of view of the eschatological 
hope. If we add to this difficulty the fact of the silence of the 
other evangelists, it seems impossible to accept the historicity 
of this incident. 

John does not mention the insults addressed to Jesus on the 
cross. Is this because he has simply ignored the details which 
he regarded as merely accessory? or did he know of a tradition 
which did not contain these scenes of mockery and insult? 

There are certain resemblances between the accounts of the 
insults hurled at Jesus by the passers-by in the Synoptic Gospels, 
and Psa. xxii (LXX, xxi), verses 8 and 9, which make it 
impossible to reject the idea that the verses from this Psalm 
may have suggested the scene. 1 If this incident has really 

1 Psa. xxi. 8-9 (LXX). The words of the Psalm which occur in one or 
other of the Gospel narratives are underlined : Ildvreg oi Qecjpovvxig [xe 
e^e/xvKTTjpiaav p,e, e\d\r]aav iv xeiAeow, iKivrjaav KE^aXrjv. v HXttktev 
ettl KvpLOVj pvodaQio avrov ococfara) avrov , on OeAei avrov. 
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been created from a passage in Scripture, it is probable that 
the other scenes of mockery have been modelled on it. These 
scenes are secondary developments in the narrative. 


V. The Death of Jesus 

“And when the sixth hour was come, there was darkness over 
the whole land until the ninth hour,” says-Mark (xv. 33*). 1 
In the eyes of the evangelists there is no doubt that something 
supernatural took place at this moment. 2 At the ninth hour 
Jesus cried out in a loud voice, in Ar amaic: “Eloi, Eloi, lama 
sabacthani ,”3 that is, “My God! my God! why hast thou 
forsaken me?” This is verse 2 of Psa. xxii. The spectators 
think that he is calling for Elijah, and one of them, apparently 
inspired by a sudden feeling oTpity, fills a sponge with vinegar 
(the ordinary beverage of the soldiers ),4 places it on a reed, 
and hands it to him to drink, saying: “Let alone; let us see 
whether Elias will come to take him down.” Then “Jesus cried 
with a loud voice and gave up the ghost” (Mark xv. 34-37*) • 

Luke knew the Marcan account which we have just 
summarized, for he has included the detail about the 

1 Luke adds: rov rjAlov bkAittovtoi;. We need not understand by that 
that he was referring to an eclipse, for we cannot imagine that the evangelist 
wished to suggest that an eclipse would take place at the time of the spring 
full moon. Julius Africanus (cf. above, pp. 91 fF.) reproaches Thallus the 
Samaritan for having stupidly (dAdycog) explained the darkness as due 
to an eclipse. 

2 Luke places the incident of the rending of the veil of the Temple at the 
beginning of the time of darkness which Matthew and Mark place at the 
moment when Jesus breathes his last. 

3 As is only natural, since the words are in a language which the copyists 
do not know, the transcription of the saying of Jesus varied a good deal 
according to the MSS. Sidersky (La parole supreme de Jesus , R.h.r ., CIII, 
1931, PP- 1 5 1-1 54 ) * ias suggested that the text should read Qa^ayOavi 
instead of na^ayQan and that in this word we have the transcription of 
'JDpaT and not of ^D 2 W- It would then mean: “Wherefore hast thou 
sacrificed me?” It is not possible to accept this hypothesis which has no 
support in the manuscript tradition. Also the ritual idea of sacrifice plays 
no part in the thought of Jesus. 

4 Matthew doubtless thought that there was a contradiction between 
the merciful action and the words which accompany it, and he has attri¬ 
buted the words to a second soldier. 
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vinegar in the incident relating to the mockery of the soldiers 
which is peculiar to his Gospel. The fact that he has trans¬ 
posed it, and that he does not mention the despairing cry of 
Jesus, must be due to the fact that in his mind it seemed 
impossible, as it also seemed impossible to the Fourth 
Evangelist, that Jesus could have died feeling that God had 
abandoned him. Both of them have altered the last words 
of Jesus. Luke, doubtless remembering Stephen’s cry, “Lord 
Jesus, receive my spirit!” places in the mouth of Jesus 
a verse from another Psalm (xxxi (LXX, xxx) 6): “Father, 
into thy hands I commi t my sp irit” (xxiii. 46), thus re¬ 
placing a cry of despair by a cry of filial confidence. And 
John makes Jesus say rereXearai (xix. 30), a word with a 
double meaning (a kind of word John likes to use), which 
means both “It is finished,” that is, “I die,” and “It is accom¬ 
plished,” that is, “My work is finished, the redemption of the 
elect is assured.” 

The fact that both Luke and John felt this difficulty con¬ 
stitutes a very strong reason for believing .that the cry of 
dereliction is authentic. 1 It is in striking contrast with the 
fact that the Gospels represent Jesus as living always in perfect 
communion with his heavenly Father, and also, in no less 
striking a way, with the absolute serenity which characterizes 
the attitude attributed to him from the moment of his arrest. 
The Early Church could never have imagined that Jesus felt 
that he was deserted by God, and the fact that this idea is 
expressed by Mark and by Matthew shows that they felt them¬ 
selves bound to relate it on the strength of the tradition they 
had received. And, indeed, it is not without significance that 
the earliest account of the Passion has not attempted (as it 
would have been easy to do) to emphasize the physical torture 
which Jesus endured, while it has retained so accurate and 
precise a recollection of his spiritual agony; for the sense of 
being abandoned by God must have caused unfathomable 
pain to him whose whole life had been supported by the 
experience of the presence of God. 

The idea of the darkness which accompanies the death of those 

1 The fact that Jesus expressed his sense of desolation by a phrase from a 
psalm is not at all surprising, for his mind was steeped in the psalms. 
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who are loved by the gods is so frequent, both in pagan and 
in Jewish tradition, 1 that it seems unnecessary to search for 
a natural explanation. 2 Certain passages in the Old Testa¬ 
ment may have helped to form this tradition, as, for instance, 
Amos viii. 9: 

And it shall come to pass in that day, saith the Lord God, 
That I will cause the sun to go down at noon, 

And I will darken the earth in the clear day .3 

Or Jer. xv. 9: 

She that hath borne seven languished!: 

She hath given up the ghost; 

Her sun is gone down while it was yet day. 

Although the Fourth Evangelist does not mention the dark¬ 
ness at the moment of the death of Jesus, this does not prove 

1 For the former, see Usener: Rheinisches Museum, 55, p. 286; for the latter, 
see Strack-Billerbeck, I, p. 1041 f. Cf. Saintyves: Essais sur le folklore 
biblique , Paris, 1923, pp. 423-463. 

3 My former pupil, Andr£ Parrot, has kindly sent me the following note: 
“On Friday the fifteenth of April, 1927, Good Friday, we observed at 
Jerusalem an atmospherical phenomenon which illustrated for us the 
mention of the darkness on the day of the Crucifixion. The sky, which since 
the preceding Saturday had been very blue and clear (it had rained very 
heavily from the 4th to the 7th of April), suddenly became covered with 
heavy clouds, after a night which had been perfectly clear, on the morning 
of the fifteenth (Good Friday) and about ten o’clock. Without becoming 
actual ‘darkness’ the clouds, which remained practically motionless, 
spread a kind of curtain which lasted so long that on that day we might 
almost say that it had hastened the sunset and the close of the day. The 
day was very hot; in fact, it was absolutely oppressive. With only a slight 
modification the sky remained covered throughout Saturday and did not 
clear until about eleven o’clock at night. The next morning (Easter Sunday) 
the sun rose in a cloudless sky. These natural manifestations which so 
unexpectedly formed such a symbolic setting for the events of the Christian 
year, have been noted objectively. The cause is easy to see. It was due to 
the action of the east wind {khamsin), which can darken the whole 
atmosphere and cause literally a kind of ‘darkness’ compared with the 
dazzling light of an Eastern sky.” J. Lepsius {Das Leben Jesu, II, pp. 325 ff.) 
explains the incident of the darkness by a similar story. The hypothesis 
cannot be declared impossible, but in my opinion it is unnecessary. 

3 Irenaeus ( Adv. haer., IV, 33, 12) has seen in the text of Amos a prophecy 
of the darkness at the death of Jesus. 
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that he knew a tradition in which this detail was absent, for 
in his mind the death of Jesus was his glorification. A mani¬ 
festation of the sorrow of nature would not have been in 
keeping with the idea that the Son of God was at that moment 
passing into heavenly glory. 

The episode of the vinegar, which is presented in such a 
way that at first sight it is difficult to see its point, may be 
perhaps explained by the belief that the death of a person 
who is crucified is hastened if something is given him to drink. 1 
A glossologist of the fourteenth century, Nicholas of Lyra, 
writes with reference to John xix. 29: “Illud ( vas) enim porta - 
verunt milites ut darent crucijixis ad bibendum ut per hoc citius 
morerentur et sic de custodia eorum in cruce expedirentur. Talis enim 
potatio aceti mortem accelerate ut dicunt aliqui (“The soldiers 
brought a vessel (containing vinegar) in order that they might 
give it to the crucified to drink in order that they should die 
more quickly, and that they (the soldiers) might be set free 
the sooner from their watch by the cross. According to certain 
people the fact of drinking vinegar under these conditions 
hastens death, so it is said. 55 ) A correspondent of Renan in 
1863 informed him that in the East there was a very wide¬ 
spread notion that a person who was crucified or impaled 
would die immediately if something were given him to drink; 
in support of this idea he quoted the case of Solyman, the 
assassin of Kleber, who rernained alive upon the stake more 
than four hours. Several times he asked for something to 
drink; the executioners did not wish to accede to this request, 
saying that the act of drinking would at once stop the beating 
of the heart; but when they had retired, a French sentry, 
moved by pity, gave the unhappy man some water to drink 
in a vessel attached to the end of his rifle. Solyman had 
scarcely finished drinking when he breathed his last. Renan 
also quotes 2 an incident from an English newspaper about 
a crucifixion in China in which the same idea occurs. If this 
belief, confirmed in three places, and at three periods, very 

1 On this, see Renan : Vie de Jesus'S , p. 439. This does not occur until the 
thirteenth edition. For the reasons which determined Renan to envisage 
this explanation, see the communication of Jean Pommier to the Sociiti 
Ernest Renan , March 27, 1920, R.h.r. } LXXXI, 1920, pp. 204 ff. 

2 According to the Revue Germanique of August 1864. 


544 


THE LIFE OF JESUS 

different from each other, existed in the first century, the 
Marcan narrative would then be very clear. The soldier who 
gave Jesus something to drink thought he would hasten his 
end, and the words, “let us see whether Elijah will come to 
save him,” would then mean, “He will die, instead of being 
the object of an impossible deliverance.” 

It is possible that the incident of the vinegar may also be 
due to the influence of the interpretation of prophecy. John 
says actually that some moments before he died, seeing that 
all was accomplished, in order that the Scripture might be 
fulfilled, Jesus said, “I thirst.” The soldiers filled a sponge 
with vinegar, put it upon hyssop and gave it to him. When 
Jesus had taken the vinegar he died (xix. 28-30). The passage 
of Scripture to which this alludes is Psa. xxii. 15 (LXX, xxi): 

My strength is dried up like a potsherd; and my tongue 
cleaveth to my jaws,” and Psa. lxix. 21 (LXX, lxviii): “In 
my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink.” 

Mark (xv. 38) and Matthew (xxvii. 51) 1 * say that at the moment 
when Jesus expired the veil of the Temple was rent in twain 
from top to bottom. Luke reports the same fact, but, in order 
to fill up the marvels which accompanied the death of Jesus, 
he places it at the moment when the darkness began (xxiii. 45). 
On the testimony of Saint Jerome, 3 the Gospel of the Hebrews 
reported, not that the veil was rent, but that the lintel of the 
door of the Temple, which was of a remarkable size, broke. 
This is a correction of the Synoptic narrative under the influence 
of Isa. vi. 4 (LXX). 

The detail of the rent veil seems as though it should be 
interpreted as a portent of a symbolic nature. It is a prophecy 
of the destruction of the Temple. 3 

After Jesus had died the centurion who had watched 


1 Matthew adds that there was an earthquake, that the rocks were rent, 
that the graves were opened, and that many of the saints which were asleep 
rose from the dead, and that after his Resurrection (the resurrection of 
Jesus) they entered into the city and were seen by many. It is unnecessary 
to emphasize the meaning and the character of this development. 

J Comm, sur Ml., 27, 51. Ep., 120, 8. 

3 Cf. the interpretation of this given in the Epistle to the Hebrews 
(x. 20). 
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his agony said: “Truly this man was the Son of God” 
(Mark xv. 39*). 1 

It is not surprising that very early the narrative of the death 
of Jesus received all kinds of developments and additions. The 
sections which have been added are easy to recognize, and 
when they are eliminated the primitive tradition which remains 
is very simple. It told how Jesus was taken to Golgotha and 
crucified, after (according to the usual custom) he had been 
offered some drugged wine. A titulus was placed upon the cross 
which made known that he had been condemned as King of 
the Jews, then the soldiers divided his garments among them¬ 
selves. After a time of agony which was comparatively short, 
since it lasted only three hours, Jesus, having lamented that 
God had deserted him, yielded up his spirit. 2 

1 None of the scenes which are peculiar to the Johannine narrative can 
be regarded as historical. John tells that at the foot of the cross there stood 
his mother with other women and the beloved disciple. Seeing them, Jesus 
says to his mother: “Woman! behold thy son!” and to his disciple: “Behold 
thy mother!” “And from that hour that disciple took her unto his own 
home” (xix. 25-27). He also relates that after Jesus had died, since it 
was the eve of a very solemn sabbath, the Jews obtained permission from 
Pilate to break the legs of the condemned men in order to hasten their 
death, that it might be possible to take down their bodies and bury them 
before sunset. As Jesus was already dead the soldier simply pierced his side 
with a lance and there came out blood and water. And the evangelist 
insists that this fact is well proved by a reliable witness who saw it with 
his own eyes; this witness is evidently the beloved disciple. In this fact 
he sees the fulfilment of two passages of Scripture: “A bone of him shall 
not be broken” (this refers to the Paschal Lamb) (Exod. xii. 46), and: “They 
shall look on him whom they pierced” (Zech. xii. 10). We have already 
seen (p. 462) what the blood and water from the side of Jesus meant in 
the mind of the evangelist (xix. 31-37). These two fragments belong to 
the earliest parts of the Fourth Gospel. It is impossible to regard what 
they say as historical. The oldest tradition would not have been able to 
pass over in silence the presence of the mother of Jesus at the cross and 
that of one of his disciples. 

2 The study of the traditions relating to the burial of Jesus cannot be 
separated from the problem of the Resurrection. I deal fully with the 
questions raised by this problem in La foi a la resurrection de Jesus dans le 
christianisme primitif \ Biblioth£que de l’Ecole des Hautes Etudes, Sciences 
religieuses, XLVIII, Paris, 1933. The conclusions will be summarized at 
the beginning of my second volume. 
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Appendix. The Site of Calvary 1 

A tradition which goes back without a break to the time of 
Constantine fixes the site of Calvary and the tomb of Jesus 
on the spot where the Church of the Holy Sepulchre now 
stands. On the evidence of the New Testament, all we can 
learn is that Golgotha was outside the city, and probably by 
the roadside. According to John (xix. 41), the sepulchre where 
the body of Jesus was laid was close to Calvary; however, 
the words: “Now in the place where he was crucified there 
was a garden; and in the garden a new sepulchre, wherein 
was never man yet laid,” need not necessarily be interpreted 
in the sense that between the cross and the grave there was 
a very short distance, or one which was practically negligible. 
It is still less certain that the narrative of John, in which two 
traditions are combined, attributing the burial of Jesus to 
Joseph of Arimathea on the one hand, and, on the other, to 
Nicodemus, can be considered absolutely reliable. Under these 
conditions it is not permissible to claim that Calvary and the 
Holy Sepulchre are on exactly the same site, as is assumed by 
the archaeologists when they discuss this question. 

The traditional site of the Holy Sepulchre corresponds very 
nearly to the conditions which the narratives require, but 
these conditions are too general in character for this fact to 
be conclusive. It is on the north of the city, and forms part 
of the district of Bezatha, which used not to be within the 
walls, but which would have been included in the enclosure 
begun by Agrippa in the year 43 to 44. 

Are there good reasons for supposing that an unbroken tradi¬ 
tion of this kind will carry us back from the moment when, 

1 Of the immense mass of literature dealing with the site of Calvary I will 
mention only: Vincent-Abel, II, pp. 89-300. Dalman: Itin. } pp. 449 ff. 
Vincent: Garden Tomb, Histoire d*un my the, Revue biblique, 1925, pp. 401-431. 
Vauthenticity des Lieux Saints , Paris, 1932. Cf. my observations, R.h.p.r., 
XII, 1932. J. Jeremias: Wo lag Golgotha und das heilige Grab? Die Ueber- 
lieferung im Lichte der Formgeschichte, Aggelos , I, 1925, pp. 161-173. Golgotha 
und der heilige Fels, Eine Untersuchung zur Symbolsprache des Neuen Testa¬ 
ments, Ibid., II, 1926, pp. 74-128. 
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under Constantine, what may be called the official recognition 
of the Holy Places took place, to the period of the Passion 
of Jesus, in spite of the fact that Jerusalem was destroyed 
twice, in 70 and in 132? Accurate recollections would only 
have been preserved if the Christians who were on the spot 
were also interested in the Holy Places. Schlatter and Joachim 
Jeremias have demonstrated, in a manner which we may 
regard as convincing, that there was always a small Christian 
community at Jerusalem and then at Aelia Capitolina. 1 Thus 
the first condition is fulfilled. What of the second? Neither 
before nor after the year 70, until the beginning of the fourth 
century, do we find a trace of any interest in the Holy Places. 
In the Gospel of Luke the angel says to the women: “Why 
seek ye the living among the dead? He is not here” (xxiv. 5). 
This saying reflects the sentiment of the Early Church, to 
whom Jesus is not a person who has died, whose memory must 
be preserved, but the living Lord, present among his own. 

In order to prove their interest in the Holy Places, Jeremias 1 
has emphasized the prestige which the Church in Jerusalem 
enjoyed among the other Churches, which was manifested, 
for example, in the collection which the Apostle Paul organized 
on its behalf. But the Apostle explains very clearly (Rom. 
xv. 27) that the Churches of the Diaspora ought to assist the 
Church of Jerusalem with material things, since they had 
shared in her spiritual gifts, which means that the Christian 
missionary enterprise began at Jerusalem. The visits of Paul 
to Jerusalem were not pilgrimages. They were occasioned by 
the necessity felt by the apostle to wake and maintain contact 
with the Christians of Jerusalem, in order to try to resolve 
the grave conflict which had broken out as the result of the 
admission of the Gentiles into the Church. 

The Passion and the Resurrection narratives contain some 
topographical considerations, but they are not presented in 
such a way that they could serve as a guide, even in a very 
general way, to pilgrims. 

' Schlatter: Die Tage Trojans und Hadrians, Guttersloh, 1897. Die Kirche 
Jerusalem von 70-130, Gutersloh, 1928. Jeremias: Aggelos, I, 1905, pp. 
150 ff. 

1 Jeremias: Aggelos, I, 1925, pp. 150 ff. 
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Towards 170 Melito of Sardis went to Palestine on pil¬ 
grimage. He says in a fragment which Eusebius (Eccl. Hist., 
IV, 26, 14) has preserved, what he went to see: “Having 
gone to the East, I sojourned there where that which the 
Scriptures contain had been announced and accomplished, 
and I have learned with exactitude which are the books of 
the Old Testament. I have made a list of them which I am 
sending to thee.” Eusebius, who knew Melito’s book, was 
interested in the Holy Places. If he had found something in 
it which referred to them he would certainly have quoted it. 

Origen went to Palestine when he was driven out of Alexan¬ 
dria, and he was interested in questions of sacred geography, 
but his interest was that of an exegete, and not that of a 
pilgrim. 

The martyr Pionius of Smyrna also visited Palestine, but 
what struck him most was the desolate aspect of the Dead 
Sea, in which he saw a pledge of the fulfilment of the prophecies 
relating to the Last Judgment. 1 

Jerome speaks ( Ep ., 46, 9), it is true, of bishops, martyrs, 
and doctors of the Church, who “from the time of the Ascen¬ 
sion went to Jerusalem, believing that they would have less 
knowledge and religion and an imperfect practice of virtue 
if they had not worshipped in the very places whence the 
Gospel first began to radiate out into the world from the 
Cross”; but these pilgrims are not named, and the phrase is 
simply a literary one. 

Although they are negative, these indications are not un¬ 
important. Although we only possess the relics of the Christian 
literature before the fourth century, Eusebius knew the greater 
part of it. He believes in the Holy Sepulchre of Constantine, 
but he is aware that the proofs for the genuine character of 
the site are weak. If he had discovered passages in the earlier 
literature (which he knew better than any man of his own 
time) relating to the Holy Sepulchre, whether fixing the site 
of the tomb, or simply stating that the place was known, he 
would certainly have mentioned it. 

The doubts which the preceding observations cannot fail to 
raise in our minds are far from being dispelled by the examina- 
1 Mart. S. Pioniiy 4, 18 ff. 
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tion of the conditions in which, in the fourth century, under 
Constantine, the site of the Holy Sepulchre was said to have 
been discovered. On this point we have the testimony of 
Eusebius in his Life of Constantine (III, 25 ff.). 1 Eusebius says 
that the Emperor undertook to bring to the sight and the 
veneration of all the blessed place of the Resurrection of the 
Saviour in Jerusalem. This place had actually been left in 
obscurity and forgetfulness (c tkotco /cat XrjOr]) by impious men, 
or rather by demons. They had made it invisible (agaves). 
They had brought earth and had hidden the divine grotto 
under an embankment and an enormous heap of rubbish 
(to Belov avrpov). Above it there had been constructed a 
vast terrace and a “tomb of souls, 5 ’ a sanctuary of Aphrodite. 
Constantine, inspired by the Spirit of God, ordered that this 
sanctuary should be destroyed; he had the ground cleared, 
and then there reappeared the venerable and very holy wit¬ 
ness to the Resurrection of the Saviour (to aepivov /cat navayLov 
tt]s aojTTjplov dvacrracreco? pLaprvpiov ). Thus Constantine re¬ 
stored the Sepulchre which had been forgotten and invisible. 
He discovered it when there seemed no hope of doing so 
(nap' iXnlSa naadv ave^alvero 28). Would Eusebius have said this 
if Constantine had been guided by precise indications, and 
if he had been able to depend upon an unbroken tradition? 

It seems very improbable that, before the time of Constan¬ 
tine, it was known that the temple of Aphrodite covered the 
site of Calvary and the Holy Sepulchre. An intentional pro¬ 
fanation of this kind would not have been conceivable unless 
it had occurred at a place to which pilgrims resorted. The 
Christians would have felt this blow very painfully; their 
attachment to the profaned site would have been redoubled, 
and it would be more than strange if, in the literature of the 
second and third centuries, Eusebius should not have gathered 
some echo of their distress and indignation. Thus Constantine 
was only able to depend, at the most, upon an occult tradition, 
and in consequence one which was uncontrolled and suspect, 
or else he acted on intuition, or on guesswork. Eusebius does 
not say by what Constantine was guided. Dalman 2 thinks that 

1 On the interpretation of this evidence, see K. Holl : Vber £eit wid Heimat 
despseudotertullianischen Gedichtes adv. Marcionem , Ges. Aufs ., Ill, pp. 37 ff. 

2 Dalman: Itin., p. 456. 
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we have no right to accuse him of taking part in a piece of 
trickery through his silence. This silence is, however, very 
disturbing. Tradition has preserved the recollection of a miracle. 
The monk Alexander (sixth century) 1 tells how the Bishop 
Macarius, having received orders from Constantine to dis¬ 
cover the Holy Places and to make them known, felt himself 
in a very embarrassing position. He invited those who were 
with him to pray, and he received a revelation which deter¬ 
mined him to excavate on the spot where the temple of 
Aphrodite stood. 

It is not certain that there were very positive reasons for 
seeking for the Holy Sepulchre in a place which had been 
defiled. Other explanations seem more probable. Constantine 
never ordered the systematic destruction of pagan temples. 
The motive assigned to the destruction of the sanctuary of 
Aphrodite at Jerusalem was the fact that it profaned the site 
of Calvary. Would not the Bishop Macarius, in order to obtain 
permission to have this temple destroyed, whose presence in 
the Holy City would be especially offensive to him, have had 
the idea of claiming that this must be the site of Calvary? 
Ths bishop may have acted in all good faith. Let us try to 
put ourselves in his place. He is concerned to discover the 
site of Calvary. He does not imagine that the generations 
which have preceded him have been anxious to know the 
actual places where the Passion took place, although this 
concern was so much alive in his own day. This may have 
led him to think that since such holy places have not been 
the object of veneration of the faithful, this must be because 
men, led astray by demons, have concealed them from their 
sight and knowledge. Then it would be quite natural to imagine 
that instead of the tomb of Jesus there had been erected some¬ 
thing which was the exact opposite, a “tomb of souls,” as 
Eusebius calls it. The most holy place in Jerusalem had been 
covered up by the most abominable thing in the city, whence 
comes the idea of looking for the site of Calvary and the Holy 
Sepulchre under the Temple of Venus. It is a well-known fact 
that when we search for relics we find them. 


Very early, before the close of the fourth century, the legend 
1 De inventione sanctae cruris, P.G ., LXXXVII, 3, col. 4045. 
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of the Invention of the Cross was formed. 1 On the initiative 
of the Empress Helena, a search, which was conducted on the 
supposed site of Golgotha, resulted in the discovery of three 
crosses. That of Christ was recognized either by the titulus or 
by the fact that a corpse was brought back to life when the 
body was brought into contact with it. This cycle of very living 
legends was born of the desire to confirm the authenticity of 
the Holy Places. In order to have recourse to such arguments 
those of another order must have been insufficient and non¬ 
existent. 

Jeremias 2 3 admits the seriousness of this fact. He tries to do 
away with its consequences by showing (by a series of examples 
taken from various directions) that a miracle of invention of 
the same type as that of the discovery of the cross forms part 
of what he calls the style of the narratives of the foundation 
of an Oriental sanctuary. There is one serious objection to his 
argument, and that is, that the account of the Foundation of 
the Holy Sepulchre arose entirely with Eusebius. The legend 
of the Invention of the Cross was added to it. This cannot 
have been for reasons of form; it must have been for funda¬ 
mental reasons. And these reasons must have been that the 
authenticity of the site of the Holy Sepulchre was not suffi¬ 
ciently established. 

Thus there is no real guarantee of the value of the traditional 
localization of the Holy Sepulchre and of the site of Calvary. 
The site which has been considered the right one since the 
days of Constantine may be that on which the cross was 
erected. But if the other sites which have been proposed, 
especially that which Gordon 3 believed he had discovered for 
reasons of mystical topography, cannot be accepted, this does 
not constitute a positive argument in favour of the traditional 
site of Calvary. Its authenticity is possible, but it has not been 
proved. The Calvary of Gordon is impossible; this does not 
prove, however, that the traditional Calvary marks the place 
where Jesus was crucified. 

1 Cf. Dom Leclerq: art. Croix (Invention de la) } D.A.C.L ., III, 2, col. 3131 ff. 

3 Jeremias: Aggelos , I, 1925, pp. 162 ff. 

3 See the incisive and conclusive criticism of P. Vincent: Revue biblique, 
* 925 , PP- 40 I- 43 I- 
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THE GOSPEL 

The thought of Jesus cannot be separated from his action, for 
both mutually condition and explain each other. The Gospel 
is not a theoretical system which was built up in an abstract 
way, nor even a static idea whose component parts were 
gradually perceived as circumstances made it possible. The 
thought of Jesus varied on points as essential as the following: 
his own consciousness of the significance of his person and of 
the part he was called to play in the world; the conditions in 
which the Kingdom of God would be realized; the time at 
which the Kingdom would come; and, finally, the privileged 
position of the Jewish nation. In these oscillations (although 
this may not be the full explanation) we perceive the reflex 
action of circumstances on the mind of Jesus. Thus, in following 
what we know of his story, we have been led to envisage the 
principal aspects of his thought. We will now proceed to make 
a brief survey of his thought as a whole. 

The first point we notice is that it was developed within the 
setting of Jewish thought, 1 whose essential elements and 
structure it preserved intact. Like his contemporaries, Jesus 
believed that one world-order would be followed by another; 
he believed that the present world, which was dominated by 
demons, was destined to disappear in the near future, and that 
it would be replaced by a new world-order in which God 
would be supreme. He believed that the transition from the 
one order to the other would take place at the moment when 
the Son of Man, the transcendent Messiah, would appear on 
the clouds of heaven, escorted by hosts of angels; the Messiah 
would then sit in judgment upon humanity; the final destiny 

1 For Judaism in the time of Jesus the reader is referred to the following, 
among others: Schurer, Baldensperger : Die messianisch-apokalyptischen 
Hoffnungen des Judentums, Strasbourg, 1903. P. Volz: Die jiidische Eschatologie 
von Daniel bis Akiba , Tubingen, 1903. Lagrange: Le messianisme chez les 
juifs. Bousset-Gressmann : Die Religion des Judentums . Moore: Judaism 
in the First Century of the Christian Era , Cambridge, Mass., 1927. Bonsirven: 
Sur les ruines du Temple , Paris, 1928, etc. 
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of men will be in his hands; some will be admitted into the 
Kingdom of God, while the rest are doomed to destruction. 
On questions like the abstract conception of God, the world, 
demons, angels, and the revelation of God to Israel, Jesus 
held the same ideas as his contemporaries. He conceived the 
problem of religion in exactly the same terms as Judaism. 
He felt that the one thing that mattered was that men should 
know and realize the conditions which would ensure their 
admission into the Kingdom of God at the critical moment 
of the advent of the Messiah and the Day of Judgment. 

A systematic reconstruction of the thought of Jesus, even if it 
were possible, would only give a very inaccurate picture. 
Each aspect of his thought is self-contained. In each of his 
sayings Jesus expresses himself wholly. It would be wasted 
toil to try to connect the various aspects of his thought by 
searching for the dialectical links between them. The unity of 
his thought is of a quite different character. It is not a logical 
unity; it is a unity of inspiration. We can only perceive it by 
working back from each saying to the religious conception 
behind it, or, to be more accurate, to the state of soul which it 
reveals. 


I. The Authority of the Law and the Authority of God 

The character of every religious and theological conception 
is determined by its attitude towards the problem of authority. 
This rule applies with equal force to the thought of Jesus. 
His thought does not actually contain any new element, 
unless we single out his original way of conceiving and realizing 
in his own life, to the uttermost, the spirit and practice of 
obedience to the absolute and unique authority of God. 

In theory, Jesus shared the views of Judaism about the revela¬ 
tion of God in the Old Testament; in practice, he introduced 
ideas into this conception which made it wholly new. 1 

In this respect the thought of Jesus has a twofold aspect. 

1 See, on this point, my study: Jesus et la tradition religieuse de son peuple , 
R.h.p.r., VII, 1927, pp. 154-175, 219-244. 
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Sometimes Jesus seems to act as a Jew who is entirely loyal 
to the religious traditions of his people, and even a strict 
observer of the Law; at other times his attitude towards these 
traditions appears absolutely revolutionary. This apparent 
dualism can easily be explained. So far as the Jewish Law 
was concerned Jesus had no desire for reform. Even when he 
criticized the rules formulated by the scribes he was careful 
to add: “All therefore whatsoever they bid you observe, that 
observe and do; but do not ye after their works, for they say, 
and do not” (Matt, xxiii. 3, 23). On the other hand, whenever 
the Law and the tradition seemed to him to be opposed to 
that which he regarded as the direct revelation of God to his 
own soul, he rejected them. To Jesus the authority of the Old 
Testament is absolute. He appeals to it in every discussion 
(cf. Mark. ii. 25*, vii. 9-13, x. 6*, xii. 35 ff.*); and this 
was not merely because the Scriptural argument was the one 
most likely to carry weight with his hearers. When we read 
the words of Jesus it becomes evident that He was steeped in 
the Old Testament, and that he regarded it as something 
very different from an arsenal of texts with which to confute 
his adversaries. It is typical of his way of using the Old Testa¬ 
ment that in a number of instances 1 he criticizes certain 
customs or ideas based upon the Old Testament in the name 
of the Old Testament itself. This habit of setting one passage 
of Scripture against another, as, for instance, the passage in 
Genesis which says that God created man and woman to be 
one flesh, against the Mosaic legislation on divorce, is in 
reality an exercise in discrimination in the interpretation of 
the Scriptures; by this method Jesus was able to declare that 
one passage was inspired and another was not; that it was, in 
fact, merely a concession to human weakness. This implies an 
authority which judges the Old Testament itself. Henceforth, 
therefore, the Old Testament ceased to be a code, or a 
collection of oracles; it is a Word of God addressed to the 
conscience which becomes the source of a present revelation, 
hence it does not stifle spontaneity of judgment and the 
autonomy of conscience. To Jesus God is not merely a reality 
of the past, belonging to the days when He spoke with Moses 

■ With reference to the Sabbath (Mark ii. 25* f.), to divorce (Mark x. 6*), 
to the Davidic descent of the Messiah (Mark xii. 36*). 
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or the prophets; He is, and He remains, a living, present 
Reality. 

Matthew has preserved the following declaration of Jesus: 
“Think not that I am come to destroy the Law or the Prophets: 
I am not come to destroy, but to fulfil” (v. 17). From the letter 
of the Law he goes back to the principle which inspires it, 
in order to make all its implications explicit; this carries one 
far beyond the letter of the commandment, and even, if 
necessary, into opposition to its formula. This comes out very 
clearly in the concrete examples which serve as a commentary 
on the principle which has been laid down. Jesus does not 
condemn murder or adultery only, but still more, and just 
as much, the thought of hatred and the lustful gaze. A revela¬ 
tion conceived in these terms is not addressed to beings whose 
only duty it is to yield a passive and mechanical obedience; it 
assumes that there is an active energy at work in the hearts of 
men; this force is the conscience, which acts as a living ferment 
in the soul. This revelation is progressive, and this explains 
the co-existence of the traditional and the new elements in the 
thought of Jesus, and reconciles them to each other. Thus, 
although Jesus does not in any way disparage the Old Testa¬ 
ment, he has been able to present his teaching as a new 
revelation, and to set his “I say unto you” against “Ye have 
heard that it was said by them of old time” (Matt. v. 21 ff.). 
This explains what his hearers meant when they said that his 
teaching was “with authority,” that is to say, that it was that 
of a man who spoke in the name of God, whose Voice he had 
heard in his own soul; they contrasted it with that of the 
scribes, which was only a commentary on the tradition, or a 
discussion and balancing of opinions uttered by the doctors 
of the law in the past (Mark i. 22*). 

Thus we can now understand how it was that the same Jesus 
who said: “I am not come to destroy the Law and the prophets, 
but to fulfil,” said also: “The Law and the prophets were 
until John” (Luke xvi. 16; cf. Matt. xi. 13). It is not necessary 
to suppose that these two sayings were uttered at two different 
periods in the ministry of Jesus, for, although they seem opposed 
to each other, they are not contradictory. It is the fulfilment of 
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the Law, that is to say, the development of the principle 
which inspires it, which leads Jesus to go beyond it, and to 
discover that the Law and the Prophets—at least in the sense 
in which it was conceived around him—have had their day, 
and that a new era has begun in the history of religion. 

Ought we to regard this new element in the thought of Jesus 
as the flowering of the Jewish conception, and hence merely 
an extension and expansion of it, or is it something wholly 
new and original? Judaism gives obedience a central place in 
religion: the will of God is manifested in the Commandments. 
It is this which constitutes the real Good. It does not reveal 
an ideal which can exist apart from the will of God; rather, 
it is the Divine will which creates the ideal; the Good is that 
which God commands. Obedience to a Law, however complete 
and detailed, can never be more than a partial fulfilment of 
the Divine will, for a system of commandments can never 
foresee and embrace all the complexity and diversity of life. 
Beyond all that is commanded and all that is prohibited lies 
the vast domain which contains those actions which, being 
neither commanded nor forbidden, may be considered to be 
permitted, that is, they are morally neutral. 1 Inevitably such 
a conception limits the practice of obedience to God. The 
attitude of Jesus is entirely different. It is often said—and 
rightly—that in his commentary on the Commandments in 
the Sermon on the Mount he substituted the ethic of intention 
and of the will for that of the act, or, in other words, he made 
morality an inward thing. Thus he has not merely transformed 
the moral side of life, but religion itself ; the religion of the 
heart, of inner moral purity, replaces a religion of outward 
conformity to God’s demands. It would, of course, be unjust 
to Judaism to represent it as a religion of ritual practices alone. 
It is, however, true that in it God remains external, since he 
can only be known through an objective and historical reve- 

1 This was aggravated still further by the fact that there is a great tempta¬ 
tion to extend, through subtle distinctions in interpretation, the domain 
of that which is permitted to the detriment of that which is commanded 
and forbidden. The discussions relating to Corban (Mark vii. 6-13) or to 
the oath (Matt, xxiii. 16-22) show that Judaism was not always able to 
resist this temptation. 
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lation. To Jesus, on the contrary, God, the object of religion, 
becomes interior. He is directly perceived by the soul. 

Bultmann 1 has seen this very clearly; he emphasizes the 
fact that in the thought of Jesus the principle which the 
Commandment contains has been thought out to its ultimate 
conclusion, and developed logically in all its implications. 
For Jesus taught that the will of God should control, not merely 
some of the acts of men, but that it should govern their life 
as a whole. This implies a revelation quite different from one 
which can be formulated in a Law, a revelation which is 
permanent and direct, since it reveals not merely the will of 
God, but God Himself. The logical conclusion of the principle 
of obedience towards God, of that fulfilment of the will of 
God which Jesus made the first object of the prayer he taught 
his disciples (Matt. vi. io*), the ideal set before them in all 
their action, is the formula of the Sermon on the Mount: 
“Be ye therefore perfect, as your Father in heaven is perfect 55 
(Matt. v. 48). 

This ideal which Jesus sets before his disciples, the realiza¬ 
tion within humanity of the very nature of God, could not 
even be imagined if God were remote and inaccessible; if, 
apart from the fragmentary and limited revelation represented 
by the Law, God did not reveal Himself directly to His children; 
if He were only the God of majesty who spoke in ancient time 
out of the midst of the thunders and lightnings of Sinai; if 
He were not also the God within, the God who reveals Himself 
to the soul, who speaks directly to the human conscience. 

II. The God of Jesus 

Thus Jesus inaugurates an entirely new conception, if not of 
God, at least of the revelation of God. At the same time we 
must note that the theoretical idea of God in the thought 
of Jesus cannot actually be distinguished from that of the 
Judaism of his day. 

Like the Jews of his own time, Jesus believes in a God who 
is perfect, omnipotent, and omniscient. But—and this is where 
his originality becomes evident—he places all the emphasis 
1 Bultmann : Jesus , pp. 69 ff. 
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upon the practical consequences, which are thus specifically 
religious, of the Divine attributes. He does not insist on a 
theory of omnipotence and omniscience, but he speaks of the 
God who counts every hair on the heads of his children, 
without whose permission not a sparrow can fall to the ground. 
He does not speculate about the divine perfections, but, by 
his teaching and by his whole attitude, he makes us feel that 
he has an incomparable sense of the mercy of God. But above 
all, the unique originality of Jesus consists in his sense of the 
presence of God, in that conscious and living communion 
with God in which he lives. To him God is no abstract idea, 
but an immediate and living reality; God in him, not a God 
conceived with the mind, or imagined, or dreamed, but a 
God who is experienced, felt, known. This has been well 
expressed by Renan: “Jesus does not have visions, God does 
not speak to him as someone outside himself. God is in him; 
he feels that he is in God, and when fie speaks of his Father he 
is speaking from his heart. He lives in the heart of God in 
continual communion. He does not see Him, but he feels 
Him . 5 ’ 1 

Usually, when men try to formulate conceptions of God, by 
a sort of fatality a twofold peril threatens to block their way. 
On the one hand, they may conceive God to be so transcendent 
that he can no longer have any contact with man at all; He 
is thus reduced to a kind of abstract idea, which has no value 
for actual life. The other danger is this: that in order to main¬ 
tain contact between man and God, men sacrifice the absolute 
character and transcendence of God and fall into an anthropo¬ 
morphism which may be more or less naive. Jesus has avoided 
both these pitfalls. In his mind God is absolutely transcendent 
and absolutely holy, yet at the same time he is a God who is 
very near to men, not ajudge with an inflexible sense ofjustice, 
but a Father. 

The moral austerity of Jesus is as strong as that of John the 
Baptist. His judgment on humanity is very severe. “Ye who 

1 Renan, p. 75. Cf. C. A. Bernouilli: Le Dieu-Pire de Jesus d'aprbs les 
Synoptiques , Actes du Congrh international d'histoire des religions tenu a Paris en 
Octobre, 1923, II, p. 222. K. Holl: Urchristentum und Religionsgeschichte , 
Ges. Aufs., II, pp. 9 ff. 
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are evil/ 5 he says to his hearers (Matt. vii. u); he calls them 
“a wicked and adulterous generation 55 (Matt. xvi. 4, xvii. 17, 
etc.); and he points out that the root of evil is in the very heart 
of man, to such an extent that it is without excuse and without 
remedy. “That which cometh out of the man, that defileth 
the man. For from within, out of the heart of men, proceed 
evil thoughts, adulteries, fornications, murders, thefts, covetous¬ 
ness ... pride, foolishness . ..” (Mark vii. 20-21). The pessimism 
of Jesus is more radical than that of John the Baptist. He does 
not say to his hearers: “Repent and bring forth fruits worthy 
of repentance/ 5 that is, “make an effort which will make you 
worthy to enter the Kingdom of God,” but he says: “When 
ye shall have done, all those things which are commanded 
you, say, We are unprofitable servants 55 (Luke xvii. 10). 

Hence no effort made by man could possibly bridge the gulf 
which separates him from God; no strenuous act of will could 
create that state of absolute submission of all creatures to 
God, which, in Jewish thought—and Jesus is decidedly Jewish 
on this point—the idea of God postulates absolutely. The 
Kingdom of God cannot be realized along this path. But 
Jesus does not believe that it is impossible to realize the 
Kingdom of God. For the pessimism of Jesus regarding merely 
human effort is only equalled by his optimism when he turns 
to God. The idea that God could possibly be finally thwarted 
and defeated by the powers of evil never even enters his mind. 
Thus Jesus came to feel that there is only one possible solution: 
we must admit that justice is not the supreme nor the only 
attribute of God. Jesus did not reach this conclusion through 
abstract considerations concerning the conditions which must 
be fulfilled if the Kingdom of God is to come on earth. All 
his thought on this subject was controlled and quickened by 
the fact that in his own experience God had not revealed 
Himself to him as an inflexible Judge, or a strict Master, but 
as a Father. 

Can we discover the origin of this idea, or rather of this sense 
of the merciful God who pardons sin and yet remains a just 
God? Karl Holl 1 has shown that this is the great and para- 
1 Karl Holl: Urchristentum und Religionsgeschichte, Ges. Aufs., II, pp. 9 ff. 
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doxical new element in the Gospel of Jesus. 1 It is, of course, 
true that the idea of the Divine mercy was not alien to Jewish 
thought; it occurs especially and very beautifully in the 
Psalms, but, as Bultmann has observed, 2 3 4 5 Judaism never 
attained a logical development of the ideas of sin or of grace. 
Its emphasis on ritual expiation, on the singular and exceptional 
clemency manifested by God towards the Chosen People, 3 
and on the idea that good works can, to some extent, com¬ 
pensate for the disobedience of man: all this weakens the idea 
of sin. So far as the idea of grace is concerned, it is conceived as 
an act of benevolence by which God turns away His eyes from 
beholding the sin of man: “Remember not the sins of my youth 
nor my transgressions, 55 cries the Psalmist (Psa. xxv. 7), and 
another Psalm speaks of the joy of him whose “sin is forgotten 55 
(Psa. xxxii. 1). The grace of God is divorced from His justice 
and His holiness. Wherever in Jewish thought 4 the ideas of the 
divine justice and holiness have been fully maintained, there 
is no room for the idea of pardon. Klausner 5 argues that the 
God of Jesus is not a just God, and that He is unaware of evil. 
In his opinion conscience demands that God should be not 
only the merciful Father but also the Judge. This is why, he 
concludes, Judaism cannot admit the idea of a God who 
forgives. 

Hellenism is no less opposed to this idea. Plato declares that 
the most perverse and the most impious of all the impious 
are those who think that the gods could betray the strict 

1 See also E. Ehrhardt : Le principe de la morale de JJsus, p. 23. 

2 Bultmann : Jesus , pp. 136 ff. 

3 Cf. Wisd. of Sol. xv. 2: “Even when we sin, we are Thine, for we know 
Thy power.” In Rom. ii the Apostle Paul is seeking to controvert the idea 
that God judges the sin of the Jews in a different light from that of the 
Gentiles, and the way in which he does this shows how deeply this idea 
was rooted in the Jewish consciousness. 

4 In the Fourth of Esdras (viii. 34 ff.) the seer thinks with pity of the fate 
of the damned, and he beseeches God to have mercy on them: “Lord, he 
says, Thy goodness and Thy justice will be manifested if Thou hast pity on 
those who have no treasure of good works.” The angel of revelation does 
not grant this request. “You must not torment yourself,” he says, “about 
the destiny which sinners have prepared for themselves; you must simply 
rejoice in the thought of the blessedness of the just,” and the seer sees 
that the angel is right, and that the treasure of good works is indispensable. 

5 Klausner, pp. 377 f. 
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justice of which they are the guardians ( Laws,X , 907). Celsus 
ridicules the idea of a kingdom promised to sinners. He com¬ 
pares the Christian God with the captain of a robber band 
who gathers a company of evil-doers around himself. 1 In the 
thought of Hellenism the divinity only enters into contact 
with men whose souls are pure. Purification occupies a large 
place in the Hellenic religions, in the mystery religions in 
particular, but it is not the consequence of contact with the 
divinity; it precedes this contact, and is, indeed, the condition 
on which communion is possible; thus it is not equivalent to a 
pardon which comes from the divinity. 

The conception of the God of Jesus may have been fore¬ 
shadowed in the Prophets and in the Psalms; nevertheless, in 
its essence, this idea is new, since it puts all rational and moral 
conceptions of the relation between man and God entirely 
out of court. It is not surprising that this view of God should 
have made the scribes and Pharisees indignant, and it is easy 
to understand why it was that, in their eyes, Jesus seemed 
nothing short of a blasphemer. This does not mean, however, 
as Klausner seems to think it does, that it constitutes a complete 
denial of the difference between good and evil; it is impossible 
to regard it as the suppression of morality, for Jesus makes a 
very high demand on men: nothing less than that they should 
realize the divine perfection in their own lives. These ideas are 
not brought together in a purely external way, which would 
be illogical, since it is precisely on the idea of a God who for¬ 
gives that his ethic of perfection is based. The story of the 
“woman who was a sinner” at the feet of Jesus, and the parable 
of the Two Debtors (which is the commentary on this incident 
(Luke vii. 36-50)), illustrate the organic connexion which 
exists, in the thought of Jesus, between Divine pardon and 
service. The man who is pardoned by God, that is to say, the 
man who has experienced the Love of God, will love Him, 
and will therefore be capable of being inspired by His nature. 
This reverses the apparently normal and rational order of the 
relation between religion and morality. Usually the faithful 
can only enter into contact with the divinity if their hearts 
are pure. The nearer one is to holiness the nearer to God. 


Origen: C. Celsum, I, 253, 256; III, 59, 62. 
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In the thought of Jesus, on the contrary, the communion with 
God which is given with the pardon of sin is the principle of 
the moral life and its starting-point. 


III. The Kingdom of God 

This new idea of God brought by Jesus brings with it also a 
new idea of the Kingdom of God, or at least of the conditions 
under which it can be realized. 

In Israel the expectation of the Kingdom of the transcendent 
God arose out of the transformation of national hopes. When 
events had proved that it was no longer possible to hope that 
the play of political factors would restore national independence 
to Israel, and, still less, enable it to attain world domination, 
the undying hopefulness of the Jewish soul took refuge in the 
transcendental realm. This was because, even when it took on 
a political form, it had, at bottom, an essentially religious 
basis. Israel being the people of Yahweh, its final defeat 
would mean the defeat of Yahweh Himself, but such a scandal 
could not be imagined. It was thus that the Jews came to 
expect a judgment of God upon the world which would make 
the triumph of Israel certain, and would either annihilate or 
subdue all her enemies. As time went on this hope became 
more and more transcendental, and finally led to the idea of a 
new world which would be substituted for the old. 1 

This new world is described by the two equivalent terms of 
the Kingdom of God and the Kingdom of Heaven which we 
find in the Gospels. 2 They do not conceal different conceptions, 
but the use of the second term is due to the scruple felt by 
the Jews about pronouncing the name of God. The Kingdom 
of Heaven is not a kingdom which is or will be in heaven, 
it is the reign of Him who is in heaven. The Kingdom of 

1 This development was facilitated by certain ideas from abroad, especially 
from Persia. See H. Gressmann : Der Messias. 

2 Mark and Luke use regularly the term Kingdom of God. Usually Matthew 
uses the term Kingdom of Heaven. The term Kingdom of God is used by 
him only three or four times (in xix. 24 the evidence of the MSS. varies). 
The three passages in which he uses Kingdom of God quite certainly 
(xx. 1, xxi. 31, 43) are peculiar to Matthew. 
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God is transcendent in its origin, and not in the sphere where it 
will be established. 1 

To Jesus also the Kingdom of God is a new order which 
will be realized by an act of God. In the present world God 
does not reign, or at least He does not reign in an absolute 
manner, whether we admit that His action is limited and 
opposed by that of the demons, or whether we admit that, 2 3 
offended by the sin of man (the result of the revolt of certain 
spirits), God has handed over the world to the rule of the 
angels. “The dominion is in the hands of man,” says Well- 
hausen, “that is the actual fact; but it belongs to God, and 
this is the necessary correction.” 3 The establishment of the 
Kingdom of God will be the translation of this ideal into fact. 
On this point Jesus is in entire agreement with the views of 
his contemporaries. The establishment of the Kingdom of God 
will mean the restoration of the sovereignty of God, thwarted 
at the moment by the domination of the power of Satan. But 
whereas, to the Jews, the power of Satan was manifested 
supremely by the fact that the political supremacy was in the 
hands of the Gentiles, to Jesus it consisted in the fact of the 
reign of sin. 

In theory, Jesus’ idea of the Kingdom of God is the same as 
that of his contemporaries. He feels the necessity for the rule 
of God in the world to be re-established. Actually, his idea of 
what this rule of God should be is something entirely different 
from the ordinary Jewish idea, and consequently his idea of the 
conditions in which it could be re-established is also quite 
different. 

The present world is evil, and the violent take it by force 
(Mark x. 42). The parable of the Unjust Steward (Luke xvi. 
1-13) and that of the Unjust Judge (Luke xviii. 1-8), the 
advice given to those who go to law (Matt. v. 25-26), show that 
Jesus judged the social organization very severely. The elect, 
that is the just, are ill-treated in the world since they cry to 

1 This is illustrated by the picture in the Book of Revelation, in which the 
seer contemplates the new Jerusalem which descends from heaven from 

God (xxi. 10). 

3 This is the theory developed in the Book of Enoch. 

3 YVellhausen: Einl p. 88. 
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God day and night to obtain justice (Luke xviii. 7); riches in 
general, and not only ill-gotten wealth, are called “unrighteous 
mammon 55 (Luke xvi. 9). Satan dominates in the world and 
holds in his power the sick and the possessed (Luke xiii. 16). 
The Beatitudes, in the primitive form in which they have been 
preserved by Luke (vi. 20, 23), imply, on the one hand, that 
there are people who suffer, and on the other those who 
oppress them, and who do not trouble about the misery of 
their brethren. The point of view from which things are 
judged in the world is radically different from the view of 
God: “for that which is highly esteemed among men is abomina¬ 
tion in the sight of God 55 (Luke xvi. 15). The feeling roused in 
the heart of Jesus when he beholds the multitudes is that of a 
profound compassion (Mark vi. 34). 

These judgments are exclusively moral in character. They 
are not inspired by philosophical opinions. Jesus was not an 
ascetic; he did not practise fasting, and he did not impose 
these habits upon his disciples (Matt. xi. 18, 19*; Mark ii. 
18-22*). Without doubt, he accepted hard renunciations and 
he asked his disciples also to accept sacrifices. But these 
necessities are inspired not by a systematic asceticism but by 
the principle of a hierarchy of values. He is thinking only of 
sacrifices voluntarily accepted, not because in themselves they 
have any positive value, but because they open the door to 
the higher good. “Seek first the Kingdom of God, 55 says Jesus 
(Matt. vi. 33). 

Certain passages, for instance the Beatitudes, in the form in 
which they are presented by Matthew (v. 3 ff), seem to repre¬ 
sent the Kingdom of God as a reward. We ought to be quite 
clear about the significance of the idea of reward in the 
thought of Jesus. His language is conditioned by that which 
was usual in his own day. A precise statement like that which 
is reported by Luke (xvii. 10): “When ye shall have done all 
those things which are commanded you, say, We are unpro¬ 
fitable servants, 55 is enough to show that the passages which 
mention the subject of reward ought to be taken with a grain 
of salt, and that all that we can really gather from them is the 
idea of logical development. Jesus is not speaking of acts 
which his disciples ought to do in order to deserve to be admitted 
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into the Kingdom of God, but of the conditions which they 
must fulfil in order to be allowed to enter. 

To en ter the Kingdom x>f God, and to enter into life, are 
interchangeable terms. As their antithesis there is the phrase: 
“to be cast into Gehenna or into eternal fire,” which seems 
to imply notTan everlasting torment but annihilation. The 
Kingdom of God, from the moment that it is established, will' 
be the only reality. We might define it as the state of being in 
which the sovereignty of God will be exercised without let or 
hindrance in men or in things, because all the forces hostile 
to God will have been either destroyed or subdued. 

This eschatological idea of the Kingdom of God has been 
challenged by some thinkers, but they are wrong. Since the 
world in which Jesus lived was dominated by the eschatological 
point of view, if we are to regard the expressions used by 
Jesus which reflect the ideas of eschatology as purely pictorial, 
we would need to be convinced that his views were quite 
different from those which were current in his own day. This 
is not the case. 

It is unnecessary to recall here all the sayings of Jesus which 
imply an eschatological conception of the Kingdom of God. 
We only need to remind ourselves of the first petition in the 
Lord’s Prayer: “Thy kingdom come” (Matt. vi. 10), and also 
to note the way in which the ideas of the coming of the Kingdom 
of God, of the manifestation of the Messiah, of judgment, and 
of resurrection, are regarded as equivalent terms. 

One passage is often quoted in order to uphold the idea that 
at least, even if Jesus did think that the full realization, the 
manifestation of the Kingdom of God should be expected at 
the end of the present era, this does not exclude the idea of a 
present existence of the Kingdom of God, in a humble and 
hidden way, which may be compared with that of the seed 
which is a reality, although it is not yet the tree into which it 
will grow. It is suggested that parables like those of the Hidden 
Treasure and the Pearl of Great Price (Matt. xiii. 44-46) 
which seem to present the Kingdom as a good which can be 
acquired even now, or like those of the seed growing secretly 
(Mark iv. 26-29), or the Grain of Mustard Seed (Mark iv. 
30 ff.*) and of the Leaven (Matt. xiii. 33*), which seem to 
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regard it as a germ capable of development, are also a true 
picture of the thought of Jesus about the Kingdom of Heaven. 

So far as the first series of these parables is concerned, we 
must remember 1 that a parable is not an allegory, and that 
the main point in these particular parables is that the Kingdom 
of God is so precious that it is worth all the sacrifices we can 
make for it. 2 As for the parables of the Leaven and of the 
Seed, the idea they convey is simply that certain conditions 
ought to be realized from the present moment if we are to 
enter into the Kingdom of God. The ancient world had no 
conception of the idea of organic development which is con¬ 
tained implicitly in the seed. In the thought of that day 
germination was an act of the power of God which produced 
the plant after the seed had died (John xii. 24; 1 Cor. xv. 

3 6 ~ 3 8 )- . ... 

It has sometimes been suggested that the idea of a spiritual 

Kingdom is contained in Luke xvii. 20-21. This passage is 
somewhat obscure, partly, no doubt, owing to the fact that 
we do not know the circumstances in which the saying which 
is here reported was uttered. Jesus is questioned by the 
Pharisees, who ask him when the Kingdom of God will come. 
Since there is no controversial point either in the question or 
in the answer, it seems as though this indication might be 
retained. The question does not refer to the nature of the King¬ 
dom of God but only to the moment when it will come. This 
would scarcely be intelligible if Jesus’ own idea of the Kingdom 
of God had been different from that of his questioners. Jesus 
then declares that “the Kingdom of God cometh not with 
observation,” that is, it does not come in such a way that its 
coming can be foreseen in advance. 3 This passage contains a 

* See pp. 288 ff. 

a This interpretation is confirmed by the fact that the parables of the 
Hid Treasure and of the Pearl of Great Price are placed in the setting of 
those of the Tares (Matt. xiii. 24-30, 36-43) and of the Net (Matt. xiii. 
47-50), which exclude the idea of a present Kingdom, for a state in which 
the wicked live side by side with the good is a negation of the absolute 
dominion of God. 

3 Met a v apart] pr\oEco £. This word is used of the observation of the symp¬ 
toms of a malady or that of the movements of the stars. From both sides 
there is the idea of a necessary course of events which one can foresee 
when the first elements have been observed. This meaning agrees absolutely 
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controversial point which is opposed to the fundamental idea 
of apocalyptic thought: that of an immutable plan, known in 
advance, towards which the final events inevitably move. 
“Neither shall they say, Lo here! or Lo there!” says Jesus. 
The Kingdom of God will come suddenly, and not as the final 
act in a process of development. In the same chapter Luke 
gives this saying: “And they shall say to you, See here; or, see 
there: go not after them, nor follow them. For as the lightning, 
that lightencth out of one part under heaven, shineth unto the 
other part under heaven; so shall also the Son of Man be in 
his day” (xvii. 23-24). 1 Thus the meaning of the first part of 
verse 20 is clear. Jesus says that we cannot foresee the moment 
of the realization of the coming of the Kingdom of God in 
such a way that we can prepare ourselves to take advantage of 
its coming. After that, Jesus adds, and this is where the diffi¬ 
culty begins: “Behold! the Kingdom of God is within you” 
(ivTos vpLwv icrTiv) . Many interpreters, identifying Jesus with 
the Kingdom of God, think that this means: The Kingdom is 
here, in my own person, and is realized by me for those who 
attach themselves to me. But the text does not say, “in the 
midst of you” (eV jieaa) vjiajv) , but “in you.” 

For the same reason we reject the interpretation of Loisy, 1 
who reads: “The Kingdom will be with you as it is elsewhere.” 
That is the meaning of xvii. 23-24, but xvii. 21 says something 
different. 

Since the evangelist gives this saying as addressed to the 
Pharisees, that is to say, to people whom he usually represents 
as hostile towards Jesus, he cannot have meant “in you” in 
the sense of “in your hearts.” 

In order to discover the meaning of this statement we must 
remember, so I believe, that all the teaching of Jesus about the 
Kingdom of God has essentially a practical bearing. In the 
mouth of Jesus the term the Kingdom of God often conveys a 

with our text. Jesus means that the Kingdom of God will not come in such 
a way that by the observation of premonitory signs we can be sure when 
it will come. 

1 Luke xvii. 23 ought to be considered as simply placed alongside of 
xvii. 20, on account of the repetition of “and he said unto his disciples.” 
The logion xvii. 23 has been inserted by Matthew in a slightly different 
form in the Synoptic Apocalypse (xxiv. 26). 

1 Loisy: Syn., II, pp. 402 IT.; fivangile de Luc , p. 430. 
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meaning which is very nearly equivalent to “the conditions of 
entrance into the Kingdom of God.” If we also take into account 
the fact that the same form in Aramaic expresses both the 
present and the future, we are led to think that the meaning 
of the saying of Jesus is this: “The Kingdom of God, that is, 
the possibility of entering it, will be in you.” 

Jesus speaks of the Kingdom of God in the same terms as his 
contemporaries. His conception, however, seems to have been 
far less material than theirs. It is true, of course, that he did 
speak of being at table in the Kingdom of God and of eating 
and drinking therein (Matt. viii. 11*; Luke xxii. 30), he believed 
that there would be seats of honour in the Kingdom (Mark 
x. 40*; Matt. xix. 28*); he speaks of people who enter into it 
maimed or lame (Mark ix. 43-48*); but, on the other hand, 
when he is interrogated by the Sadducees about the case of a 
woman in the Kingdom of God, who in accordance with the 
Levitical Law had successively married seven brothers, he 
declares that in the Kingdom of God men would be as the 
angels in heaven (Mark xii. 25*). When the sons of Zebedee 
ask for the foremost places in the Kingdom of God, Jesus says 
to them: “Ye know that they which are accounted to rule 
over the Gentiles exercise lordship over them; and their great 
ones exercise authority upon them. But so shall it not be 1 
among you: but whosoever will be great among you, shall be 
your minister: and whosoever of you will be the chiefest, 
shall be servant of all” (Mark x. 42-44*). How far we are 
here from the ideal of the Jews who longed for the Kingdom of 
God in order that they might be able to oppress their enemies ! 

The first petitions in the Lord’s Prayer, according to the 
version in Matthew’s Gospel, are these: “Thy Kingdom come; 
Thy will be done as in heaven, so on earth” (Matt. vi. 10). 
These are not two requests but one, since the Kingdom of 
God is precisely that state in which the will of God is done. 
Luke (xi. 2) gives one petition only, and there are many 
reasons for believing that he may be following a primitive 
text, since it says the same as that of Matthew, only in fewer 
words. If it is the will of God, that is, as Matthew says, w that 

1 Though translated as a future tense, the verb is really in the present; 
the Aramaic word used by Jesus can have both meanings. 
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men should be perfect, or as Luke says, that they should be 
merciful like their Heavenly Father (Matt. v. 48), we may 
apply to the Kingdom of God what Jesus says about God 
Himself: thus it will be characterized by kindness, mercy, and 
love. 

There is one point in which the conception of Jesus differs 
profoundly from that of his contemporaries: it has no political 
reference at all. It is true that by the very fact that he pro¬ 
claimed the imminence of the Kingdom of God Jesus announced 
the collapse of earthly empires, and this explains how it was 
that the Jews found it easy to rouse Pilate to arrest him and 
sentence him to death as an aspirant to the Messiahship. 

Jesus conceived the Kingdom of God differently from his 
contemporaries, because he saw in it the fulfilment of the will 
of God, and not the divine power placed at the service of the 
hatreds and ambitions of the Jewish people. 

IV. Eschatology and Apocalyptic 

Although the thought of Jesus about the Kingdom of God was 
definitely eschatological, it was not apocalyptic. The two ideas 
of eschatology and apocalyptic are often confused, but this 
should not be. Escha tology 

the present world should be replaced by a new world, , and 
that the transition from one order to the other is imminent. > 
To this fundamental idea apocalyptic adds the conviction that 
the coming of the new world will, take "place according to a 
plan which is not merely fixed 4 madvance by God, but which 
also can be known and is revealed to the wise maTEy the 

j m * - | 1 * 

study of and combination of traditions and prophecies. The 
fundamental idea of apocaly ptic is that it is possible to calculate 
in advance, with precision, the successive phases of the great 
drama which is about to be played in such a way that when 
■it occurs it will be possible to follow its development, moment • 
by m omeQ t^scene ^bv scenes The conception_o£Jgsus was not 
apocalyptjc, for when some Pharisees asked him about TEe 
advent of the Kingdom of God, he declared that it would 
come in such a way that it would b e impossible to j oretell in 
advance the precise moment of its arrival (Luke xvii. 20), 
while to his disciples he said that the day of the Son of Man 
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wouldcoine as suddenly as a flash of lightning (Luke xvii. 24). 
This is the explanation of this apparently paradoxical fact 
that a habit of thought, dominated by the obsession of the 
End of the world, is not expressed by descriptions of the 
events which would mark the End, or at least is not accom¬ 
panied by pictorial descriptions of a similar character. On yet 
another point, the thought of Jesus differs very definitely 
from the apocalyptic conception. The_ latter J s T by^ils-^vepy 
nature, strict ly determinist._A n ApocalypssJus.,^^ 
an appeal, and it is then merely an appeal to pejcsevea^ince 
which is addres^-'-only^D^^ To the others the 

authors of Apocalypses have nothing to _ say. They do not 
summon jLhera-touconyeraon: “Hethat is unjust, let him be 
unjust still: and he which is filthy, let him be filthy still 55 
11): thatjs its principle. It is the exact antithesis 
of the position taken byjesus when he says: “I ajri-notcomfijo^ 
call the righteous to repentance, butr^iriners 55 (Mark ii. 17). 

The Gospel is not the revelation of an immutable plan of 
God. It is an appeal which brings men face to face with a 
decision which they must make, on which will depend their 
destiny at the appearance of the Son of Man. 

The difference between the conceptions of Jesus and those of 
apocalyptic come out very clearly on another point. According 
to a doctrine which was, if not universal in Judaism, at least 
very widespread, the role of the Messiah was to be glorious, 
since his coming was to be preceded by that of^EJijah, whose 
mission it would be to establish order in the world. At first, 
Jesus may have accepted this conception,-but he ultimately 
rejected it. 1 

The non-apocalyptic character of the thought of Jesus is 
definitely confirmed by Mark (xiii. 32) and by Matthew 
(xxiv. 36): “flnt o f tl ^ aJ^jiay^and- Lhal liour " kiiuwelli Tg 5 rmam 
nOj not the angels which are in heaven, neither the Son^btit 
the-JEather. 55 This saying is found in the Synbptic Apocalypse, 
but, as Luke does not give it, and it is not in agreement with 
but rather in opposition to the rest of the discourse, it must be 
regarded as an addition of Mark to the source. By inserting 
this saying the evangelist has acted in the same way as Matthew, 
who, in several passages in the Synoptic Apocalypse, has 
1 See, on this point, pp. 276 ff. 
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introduced sayings which certainly came originally from the 
Logia, since they have parallels in other places in Luke. 1 
But, theoretically, it might also be possible that this saying 
has been created by Mark, or by the editor who gave to his 
Gospel the form which we know, in order to modify what 
might have been difficult for the believers in the fact that 
events which Jesus had announced as close at hand were not 
fulfilled. This interpretation, however, does not seem tenable. 
We have no positive indication which would permit us to 
conjecture that the progressive modification of the eschato¬ 
logical expectation caused a crisis in the Church, and, if this 
had been the case, a saying like this would certainly not have 
helped to allay agitation. The Son does not know the day 
nor the hour, that is to say the precise moment of the parousia, 
but he is not ignorant of the time, that is of the period, in 
which it will take place. 2 The saying preserved by Mark xiii. 32 
does not contradict the declaration according to which the 
Son of Man will come before the generation to which he 
belongs has entirely passed away (Mark ix. 1). When we take 
into account the fact of the swiftness with which Christology 
developed, it is difficult to suppose that a statement of ignorance 
about the moment of the parousia by the Son could have been 
created later than the year 70. Hence this statement may be 
regarded as historical. 

Thus we can distinguish three phases through which the 
thought of Jesus passed. At the moment of the sending out of 
the disciples^on^J^ believed that the parousia 

was very near. The disciples will not have time to pass through 
all the towns of Israel in haste before the Son of Man will 
come (Matt. x. 23j(^A littk- Jater , after the Galilean crisis, 
he says simply that among his hearers there will be some who 
will not taste_of_dgath until they have seen the coming of the 
Kingdom of God (Mark ix. 1). The horizon has already 


1 For instance, xxiv. 26-28 (= Luke xvii. 23-24, 37); xxiv. 39-41 (= Luke 
xxvi. 27, 34-35); xxiv. 42-44 (= Lukexii. 39-40); xxiv. 45-51 (= Lukexii. 
42-46); xxv. 14-30 (= Luke xix. 12-27). 

* The passage 1 Thess. v. 2-3, may serve as an illustration of my point. 
Paul states that the day of the Lord will come suddenly like a thief in the 
night, and he adds: “as travail upon a woman with child.” The point 
that she does not know is the exact moment when she will be confined. 
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receded, sinceAh^ present generation will only have a few of 
its members left*In the saying of Mark xiii. 32 the statement 
of ignorance of the precise moment shows that the expectation 
waTalready becoming more distant. If it does not indicate the 
abandonment of the eschatological^conception, at least it 
indicates that more and~ more Jesus^wasT' opposed to the 
apotahjrtio^^ since the idea of a precise_previ§ion 

of the moment of the final drama formed an essential element 
of this idea. The fact that Jesus himself does not know when 
the precise moment of the End will occur is the logical con¬ 
clusion to the statement that the parousia will be sudden and 
impossible to foresee. In this idea there is the germ, if not of 
denial, at least of the weakening of the eschatological concep¬ 
tion. This leads us to think that this conception was merely 
the framework for the thought of Jesus provided by the 
surroundings in which he lived. He thought in escha tologica l 
terms just asJbe^po^Axainaic, but that which is mostintimate 
and essential in his thought may not be connected any more 
closely with eschatological thought than with the Aramaic 
tongue. This explains, to some extent, how it was that 
Christianity was able, as time went on, t o free Jtsel f fror^ the 
eschatological conception without hurt to itself. 

V. The Messianic Conception 

In the thought of Jesus, as in that of contemporary Judaism, 
the three ideas of the Kingdojiiof God, the coming of the 
Messiahj and of the Judgment afe^tlosely associated and 
practically equivalent. 

Jesus speaks frequently of the advent of the Messiah and of 
the coming of the Kingdom in a quite objective manner. The 
appearance of the Son of Man is imminent (Matt. x. 23; 
Mark viii. 38-ix. 1). It would not have entered the head of 
anyone to understand what Jesus says about this in a spiritual 
sense, and to refer it to the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, or 
to the establishment of the Church, if people had not been 
obsessed by the idea that any prophecy uttered by Jesus 
must necessarily receive its complete fulfilment. The fact that 
the coming of the Kingdom of God and the manifestation of 
the Son of Man are regarded as identical is due to the fact 
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that in Luke (xvii. 20, 23-24), with reference to both, Jesus 
advises people not to listen to those who say “LoJJier^J-JCir 
LodJiie^e'!” 

Although during the early part of his ministry Jesus some¬ 
times spoke of the coming of the Kingdom of God and of the 
coming of the Messiah as though he had no personal part to 
play in these movements, more often he spoke in such a way 
that he identified the coming of the Kingdom with the mani¬ 
festation of his own Messiahship and his glorious return. 

The problem of the Messianic consciousness of Jesus is 
rendered a delicate question by the fact that the evangelists 
had a very clear conception of the Messiahship of Christ which 
has reacted on the way in which they have presented the 
history of Jesus. In the Synoptic Gospels there is a whole 
dogmaliG-^ystem-concerning the Sjon of Man who is destined 
to Suffer, be put to death, and be raised on the.third day, and 
this dogma can only have been formed in the Apostolic age. 
Starting from this point, some critics like Wrede 1 have claimed 
that the dogmatic perversion has not only determined the 
form in which the thought of Jesus is presented in the Gospels, 
but that it has even introduced into it the very idea of the 
Messiahship itself. Mark and those who followed would thus 
have given the story a Messianic colouring, when in reality 
it was not Messianic at all. 

An important part of the discussion refers to the expression 
“Son of Man.” According to certain writers 2 the Messianic 
term of Son of Man was due originally to an error in translation: 
it is said that the Aramaic expression bar-anasch , which corre¬ 
sponds to the Hebrew ben-adam , has been literally reproduced. 
This expression, more frequent in Aramaic than in Hebrew, 
where it still retains a certain poetical character, describes 
an individual of the human species, a “man” of some kind. 
By calling himself by the term of bar-anasch Jesus was simply 
speaking of himself in the third person. 

1 Wrede: Messiasgeheimnis . 

2 Leitzmann: Der Menschensohn, Freiburg in Br., Leipzig, 1896. Well- 
hausen: Des Menschen Sohn , Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, VI, Berlin, 1899, 
pp. 189-215. Lastly, Dupont: Le Fils de VHomme, Paris, I 9 2 4 > with full 
bibliographical notes. 
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This theory is much less weighty than it appears at first 
sight. Philologists like Dalman and Fiebig 1 have remarked 
that what is true of the expressions ben-adam and bar-anasch , 
in which the noun “man” is not determined, does not necessarily 
apply if the word is determined. The Hebrew expression ben - 
haadam and the Aramaic expression bar-anascha may perfectly 
well mean something different from “a man.” Thus this is 
not only a question of philology. Gunkel 2 has also observed, 
very justly, that even if “Son of Man” meant originally only 
“man,” the word could very well have taken on a Messianic 
significance just as in the Apocalyptic of Judaism and primitive 
Christianity the word “day” has often been used in the sense 
of “day of Judgment” (cf., for instance, i Cor. iii. 13). “Man” 
may very well have become the abbreviated expression of 
something like “the man from heaven,” or “the first man,” or 
“the typical man,” or “the man who comes upon the clouds,” 
and this is all the more likely because the doctrine of the Son 
of Man is certainly connected with speculations about the 
first man and his return at the end of the age, which were 
very widespread wherever the influence of Mazdaism was 
strong. 3 

If the Messianic expression “Son of Man” was due originally 
to an error in translation, it would have been on Hellenic 
soil that it would have been formed; now it is remarkable 
that in the documents of Hellenic Christianity we do not 
find it (in the Pauline epistles, the Epistle to the Hebrews, the 
First Epistle of Peter, the Johannine Epistles, the Acts), or that 
we only find it in virtue of a survival coming from Palestinian 
sources (Fourth Gospel). 

The term “Son of Man” was in use before the time of Jesus, 
and it was then already definitely Messianic in meaning. In 
Dan. vii, after the four beasts, which represent the empires 
of Babylonia, Media, Persia, and Greece, have been shorn of 

1 Dalman: Die Worte Jesu , I, pp. 191-219. Fiebig: Der Menschensohn , 
Tubingen, Leipzig, 1901. 

3 Gunkel: Aus Wellhausen's neuesten apokalyptischen Forschungen , £. /. wiss. 
Th., 1900, pp. 588 ff. Cf. Bousset-Gressmann : Religion des Judentums, p. 266, 
n. 1. 

3 Cf. Reitzenstein : Das iranische Erldsungsmysterium , Bonn, 1921. The 
Pauline theory of Christ, the second Adam, is explained, in particular, by 
this influence. 
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their power, there arrives on the clouds of heaven one “like 
unto a Son of Man,” who receives “a dominion which shall 
not pass away, and a kingdom which shall not be destroyed” 
(vii. 13-14). The figure “like a Son of Man” is here not a 
personal Messiah, but the symbolic figure of the Messianic 
reign of Israel (vii. 27). In the passage of time the term 
employed by Daniel was understood to refer to a personal 
Messiah. This is the case in the Parables of Enoch, 1 a book 
which was composed during the first century before our 
present era. In chapter xlvi the seer perceives “the Lord of 
Spirits,” 2 that is to say, God, and with Him another being 
whose aspect was that of a man and whose face was full of 
gracious beauty like one of the holy angels. The angel who 
conducts Enoch explains: 

This is the Son of Man who hath righteousness, 

With whom dwelleth righteousness, 

And who revealeth the treasures of all that which is hidden, 
Because the Lord of Spirits hath chosen him, 

And whose lot hath the pre-eminence before the Lord of Spirits 
in uprightness for ever. 

And this Son of Man whom thou hast seen 

Shall raise up the kings and the mighty from their seats, 

[and the strong from their thrones . . .] (xlvi. 3-4). 

(then there follows a description of the Judgment). This Son 
of Man is pre-existent (xlviii. 3). All men will tremble when 
they see him seated on the throne of his glory (lxii. 5). He will 
exercise judgment, and after the Judgment 

The Lord of Spirits will abide over them, 

And with that Son of Man shall they eat 

And lie down and rise up for ever and ever (lxii. 14). 

As for the wicked, they shall be condemned, 

Their faces shall be filled with shame, 

And the darkness shall grow deeper on their faces (lxii. 10). 


* There are other terms for the Messiah in the Book of Enoch, as, for 
instance, “the Messiah,” “the Just One,” “the Elect,” “the Elect of Justice 
and Holiness.” 1 Or the “Head of days.” 
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Some authors have supposed 1 that these passages and others 
which express similar ideas are interpolations. Others think 
that they are Jewish additions, destined to set the idea of 
a purely celestial Messiah against that of a Son of Man 
who would appear under a human form before being mani¬ 
fested on the clouds of heaven. The controversial method 
must have been very indirect, since the idea of a terrestrial 
phase of his life is not directly indicated. It is still more 
difficult to admit the idea of Christian interpolations. Here 
there is a typical example in a book like the Ascension 
of Isaiah . The Christian editor through whose hands it 
has passed has introduced into it, without troubling about 
the confusions to which this led, the ideas of the Virgin 
Birth, of the Passion, and the Resurrection. A Christian 
author who had touched up the Book of Enoch would 
not have described the Messiah without mentionir^g his 
existence on the earth and without making allusions to the 
Cross. 

The author of the Book of Enoch always says, “This Son of 
Man.” Thus he is alluding to an earlier conception which 
was already familiar to his readers. He interprets the impersonal 
Messiah of the Book of Daniel in a personal sense, and thus 
he constitutes an intermediate link between Daniel and the 
Gospels. The fact that Enoch always uses the term “this Son 
of Man” shows that this term is not a Messianic title which 
was in current use, but a somewhat mysterious designation, 
an allusion to a passage in which it was thought there was a 
reference to the Messiah. 

Bousset 2 thinks that the transformation of the idea of the 
Son of Man which took place between Enoch and Daniel 
betrays the influence of the Iranian doctrine of the man from 
heaven. It is indeed difficult to imagine that such an im¬ 
portant development can have taken place as the result merely 
of an error in interpretation. 

Thus at the time of Jesus the term “Son of Man” was a 
rather rare designation of the Messiah envisaged in his r6le 
as Judge. The title was a little mysterious and elastic, which 

1 For instance, P. Lagrange ( Messianisme , pp. 88 f.), who does not give 
a definite opinion. 

2 Bousset-Gressmann : Religion des Judentums , pp. 265 ff. 
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made it more suitable than some other terms in current use to 
express new ideas. 

If we try to examine more closely the fact of the Messianic 
consciousness of Jesus, we must first of all note the Messianic 
impression which his person and his activity produced on 
those who were the witnesses of his life, an impression apart 
from which the genesis of the faith in the Resurrection, and 
through that the birth and the development of Christianity, 
would be unintelligible. Let us note also the episode of the re¬ 
quest of the sons of Zebedee (Mark x. 35-45*) which, when we 
recall in what an unflattering light it places the two apostles, 
one of whom in any case was the first apostle to die the death 
of a martyr, cannot be regarded as a creation of tradition. We 
should remember also what we have said about the casting 
out of demons 1 and the sentiment which is expressed in this 
saying of Jesus—whether we see in it a simple figure of speech 
(as I believe we should), or an allusion to some vision which 
Jesus had experienced—“I saw Satan fall as lightning from 
heaven” (Luke x. 18). Finally we can recall the entry into 
Jerusalem, which, as we have seen, was in the nature of a 
Messianic demonstration. 2 

Jesus declares that “Whosoever therefore shall be ashamed of 
me and of my words in this adulterous and sinful generation, 
of him also shall the Son of Man be ashamed, when he cometh 
in the glory of his Father with the holy angels,” and inversely 
he also says that he will confess before his Father in heaven 
those who confess him before men (Mark viii. 38*; Matt. x. 
32-33; Luke xii. 8-9). These words have no meaning unless 
they mean that Jesus feels himself to be the Son of Man; more 
exactly if it is he who is to appear in the part of the Son of 
Man. Here we would only remind the reader of his declaration 
before the Sanhedrin, a statement which we have seen to be 
wholly authentic. 3 

Jesus spoke of himself as “Son of Man” in the future. But, 
by a quite natural anticipation, even during the course of his 
ministry, he was already called the Son of Man (Mark ii. 10*; 


1 See pp. 316 ff. 


3 See pp. 409 ff. 


3 See pp. 207 , 509 . 
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Matt. xi. 19*) in a way which was intelligible only to those 
who were his intimates and knew his mind. 

It is not possible to say at what precise moment Jesus knew 
that he was called to be the Son of Man. At the moment when 
this idea was fully developed, after the Galilean crisis, it was 
so closely connected with the ideas of humiliation and suffering, 
that it is difficult to think that there can have only been an 
external and occasional link between them. Without being 
able to produce actual proof, it seems probable that the two 
ideas of the Messiahship and of suffering developed together 
alongside of each other. The Messianic consciousness of Jesus 
was a synthesis of the optimism which the final success of his 
cause inspired in his soul, his faith in the omnipotence of his 
heavenly Father, and of the pessimism which was imposed on 
him by experience. Thus it was the triumph of the ideal over 
the actual. 

The fact that Jesus felt he was the Messiah caused him to 
take up the line we see in the Gospels, and, instead of asking 
men to adopt this or the other system of ideas, or to follow a 
certain way of life, he asked them to follow him (Marki. 16*; 
ii. 14*; viii. 34*). It is for his sake that sacrifices and insults 
must be accepted (Mark viii. 34*; Matt. v. 11). We cannot 
regard this as a retrospective projection of the apostolic faith 
into the Gospel, for the object of this faith was not Jesus in 
his ministry on earth but the glorified Saviour. 

Jesus’ consciousness of being the Son of God is not directly 
Messianic in character, but it led to the growth of the 
Messianic consciousness. Jesus speaks of God as the Father of 
all men almost as often as he calls Him his Father, but when he 
is speaking of himself he gives to the idea of the Father-God a 
very living sense because there is no sin to disturb his relation 
with God. In their present condition men are not, in the full 
sense of the word, sons of God, but they have to become so 
by entire obedience to the Divine Will. For instance, they have 
to learn to love their enemies and to pray for those who 
persecute them, in order that they may become “sons of their 
Father which is in heaven” (Matt. v. 45). 
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VI. The Preparation of Men for the Kingdom 
of God 

Since the Kingdom of God is definitely transcendent in 
character, it can only be set up by an act of God. Jesus does 
not feel that he has been sent to prepare for the Kingdom of 
God or to hasten its coming. The Kingdom will come at the 
hour appointed for it by God, which He alone knows. It will 
come as a thief in the night, or like a master who returns 
when he is not expected, and surprises his servants. The 
work of Jesus is not to prepare the way for the Kingdom of 
God nor to hasten its coming; his mission is to prepare men 
for it that when it shall come they may be ready to enter in. 

At the end of the parable of the Unjust Judge Jesus says 
that since this Judge finally listened to the persistent widow, 
men should not doubt that God will see that justice is done to 
his elect who call upon Him (Luke xviii. 6-8 a) and he adds: 
“nevertheless, when the Son of Man cometh, shall he find 
faith on the earth?” (xviii. 8 b). The meaning of this saying is 
evident. Men aspire after the coming of the Kingdom as a 
deliverance, but it will be no deliverance for them unless the 
Son of Man finds that they have faith in their hearts. 1 What 
Jesus desires is that his work may create this faith. In order 
to do this the separation between God and man must be 
abolished by a free pardon, and while waiting for the Kingdom 
men must live the kind of life which draws its inspiration from 
the ideal of this Kingdom. The proclamation of the forgiveness 
of sins by Jesus corresponds to the first need, and his moral 
teaching to the second. 

The forgiveness of sins is one of the objects of the petitions 
in the Lord’s Prayer. Its condition is repentance and faith in 
Jesus, but also the one who desires to be forgiven, must be 
willing to forgive those who may have offended him (Matt. vi. 

12, * 14*). Here there is no idea of a bargain. The pardon which 
is received does not pay for the pardon given; it is due to a 
sense of guilt, which is necessary in order that the pardon 
offered by God can be grasped and appropriated by man. 

1 Here faith certainly contains the Jewish thought of fidelity to God. 
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This is the evident meaning of the parable of the Unmerciful 
Servant (Matt, xviii. 23-35). 

For whom is the Kingdom of God intended? Jesus speaks 
several times of the elect (Markx. 40*; Matt. xxii. I4,*xxv. 34; 
Luke xviii. 7) in terms which have seemed to some people to 
authorize us in believing in a doctrine of predestination. He 
has declared that many are called but few chosen (Matt. xxii. 
14). 1 This is because all those who are called do not listen to 
the call which is addressed to them, or because they will not 
accept the sacrifices involved in answering the call. In the 
allegorical description of the Last Judgment (Matt. xxv. 31-46) 
the sentence which is pronounced is not due to a divine decree, 
but to the conduct of those who are the objects of thejudgment; 
and the words to the Galilean towns which at the day of 
Judgment will be treated more severely than the Gentile 
towns (Matt. xi. 20-24*), an d on the Gentiles who will be 
received into the Kingdom of God while the sons of the 
Kingdom will be shut out (Matt. viii. n-12), show that we 
cannot charge Jesus with the doctrine of predestination in the 
usual theological sense of the word. 


VII. The Ethic of Jesus 2 

The ethical teaching of Jesus constitutes the indispensable 
complement of the proclamation of the Divine pardon. It is 
this which gives to this pardon a character which is not simply 
negative. 

Jesus did not proclaim a new morality, since to the rich 
man who asked what he should do to inherit eternal life he 
replied by quoting the commandments of the Old Testament 
(Mark x. 19* f.). The principle of the ethic of Jesus does not 
differ from that of Jewish morality, that is, obedience towards 
God. But the conception of morality is new, since Jesus con- 

1 JWe might also quote here Luke x. 20, where Jesus says to his disciples 
that they ought to rejoice because their names are written in heaven. 
But it is not said that they have been there from all eternity, and that they 
are there precisely because they are attached to Jesus. 

2 On the ethic of Jesus, see my article: Qtielques remarqucs sur la morale de 
Jesus , Revue philosophique , 1923, pp. 271-284. 
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ceived of obedience towards God in a way which was entirely 
different from that of the Judaism of his own day. It is also 
original in that it is addressed to men who live in the expectation 
of the Kingdom of God and for whom this Kingdom is the 
one veritable good. 

If we were to make a list of the axioms, aphorisms, maxims, 
and images which, taken as a whole, make up the moral 
teaching of Jesus, we would gain a rather confused picture, 
in which we could distinguish moral axioms whose self¬ 
evidence is obvious, and whose truth is independent of the 
central idea of the Gospel, 1 proverbs and aphorisms of popular 
wisdom, many of which, doubtless, were drawn by Jesus from 
the tradition of Jewish morality, and finally, standing out 
distinctly from the former groups, a series of sayings in which 
the essential moral ideas of Jesus are expressed. They are in 
relation with the living centre of his thought, that is, with the 
idea of the Kingdom of God, and with the part which he 
himself has to play in establishing it. 

The_ethic of Jesus is not a system of legislation for the Kingdom 
of God . The idea of the Kingdom represents an ideal which is 
sufficiently clear not to need further definition. Those who 
will be admitted into it will instinctively know the will of.God, 
and will accomplish it without effort. The moral teaching of 
Jesus is only addressed to men who are living in that period, 
both tragicjmdjruitiul, which is the last in the history of the 
world. 

The Beatitudes (Matt. v. 3-12*), which are often considered as 
the charter of the Kingdom of God, have definitely a future 
reference; they do not proclaim a reversal of values; ^hey do m 
nots ay that poverty, hunger, thirst, and persecution arc gnnrf 
in t hemselves, but th at they arethe condition of obt aining the 
supremeg ooti, wh i ch is the Kin gdom of God. 

Jesus often proclaimed the necessityToFTenunciation, but 
he did not require it as something in itself, a sacrifice without 
an aim, an asceticism which is an end in itself. He demanded 

1 For instance, the words about serving two masters (Matt. vi. 24*), the 
tree and its fruits (Matt. vii. 15-20*), and on the salt of the earth (Matt. v. 
13 *)- 
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sacrifices for “Himself, or the Gospel, or for the sake of the 
Kingdom.” 

Doubtless in the moral teaching of Jesus there are positive 
moral precepts like those, for instance, to give one example 
only, which deal with the love of one’s neighbour. They express 
principles which go far beyond the significance of a preparation 
for the Kingdom of God. But Jesus did not formulate them in 
order to describe the Kingdom of God, but in order to define 
an ideal which must be realized before the coming of the 
Kingdom. It has often been claimed that Jesus taught a 
double morality (this is the view of Catholic theology). Along¬ 
side of precepts obligatory for all men, he is said to have for¬ 
mulated counsels which were intended only for an elite which 
was determined to attain an ideal of superior holiness. Accord¬ 
ing to Matthew (xix. 21), to the rich man who asks what he is 
to do in order to inherit eternal life, that is, to enter into the 
Kingdom of God, and who says that he has observed all the 
commandments from his youth up, Jesus says: “If thou wilt 
be perfect, go, sell all that thou hast and give to the poor.” 
But this passage cannot be taken into account, for it does not 
occur in Mark or in Luke, and there are some very clear 
indications (for instance, the modification of the beginning 
of the account of the incident), 1 which show that in the 
section on the danger of riches Matthew has altered the text 
of Mark. 

There is another saying which is interpreted in the same sense. 
After Jesus has condemned divorce, his disciples say to him: 

If the case of the man be so with his wife, it is not good to marry. 
But he said unto them, All men cannot receive this saying, save 
they to whom it is given. For there are some eunuchs, which were 
so born from their mother’s womb; and there are some eunuchs, 
which were made eunuchs of men: and there be eunuchs, which 
have made themselves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven’s sake. 
He that is able to receive it, let him receive it (Matt. xix. 10-12). 

In Catholic theology, chastity, poverty, and renunciation 
are said to be required by Jesus from some men but not from 

• Instead of, “Why callest thou me good? there is none good but one, that 
is, God,” Matthew makes Jesus say: “Why do you ask me about that which 
is good? One alone is good, even God.” 
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all. But the summons to an absolute perfection, since it is 
that of God, is addressed without distinction to all those who 
wish to be the disciples of Jesus (Matt. v. 48). If we read the 
story of the rich man to the end we see that his refusal to sacrifice 
that which is asked of him means not that he renounces a 
perfection which he might otherwise have attained, but that 
he definitely alienates himself, and thus excludes himself, 
from the Kingdom of God. The words that Jesus utters after 
he has gone away leave us in no manner of doubt on this 
point. 

The saying about the eunuchs is one of those paradoxes 
of Jesus which must not be interpreted too literally. We must 
not, however, go too far in the opposite direction. The Sermon 
on the Mount contains exhortations which (with regard to 
the question of non-resistance, for instance), if taken literally, 
seem in absolute opposition to the normal conditions of human 
existence, and would lead almost inevitably to the annihilation 
of those who would take them absolutely literally. All the 
same, it is not enough to regard them merely as an ideal 
towards which we must aspire. Such an interpretation would 
dishonour the ethic of Jesus and destroy its originality, by 
taking from it that heroic element which is one of its most 
essential characteristics. 

In the words about the eunuchs Jesus speaks of “those to whom 
it is given. 55 This introduces a leading idea which is the key 
to the moral teaching of Jesus, that is, the idea of vocation. 
There is no question here of different degrees of holiness or of 
optional duties. Here the idea is of duties which vary from 
man to man, according to the gifts each has received and the 
situation in which he finds himself. The content of duty is not 
the same for all, but its form remains the same, and it is always 
absolute. 

The way in which Jesus speaks of marriage as indissoluble 
and instituted by God, and the terms in which he speaks of 
children, show that in his eyes the family has positive value. 
He admits, however, and he shows this also by his own 
example, by the attitude he adopted towards his mother and 
his brothers when they came and tried to hinder him from 
carrying out his mission (Mark iii. 31), words like those about 
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the eunuchs or about the hatred of relatives (Luke xiv. 26), 
that the renunciation of the joys of family life may be required 
of some. 

It is the same with material possessions. For entrance into 
the Kingdom wealth is no greater obstacle than anything else. 
When Jesus says that it is more difficult for a rich man to 
enter into the Kingdom than for a camel to pass through the 
eye of a needle, directly afterwards, to the question, “Who 
then can be saved?” he replies: “To men this is impossible, 
but not to God, for with God all things are possible” (Mark x. 
26-27*). In the incident of ZacchaeusJesus declares: “To-day 
is salvation come unto this house” (Luke xix. 9). Yet he had 
laid no burden on Zacchaeus and the latter had not given 
away all his goods. 

There are some people, however, to whom under special 
circumstances Jesus addresses a special call to renunciation. 
This renunciation may have as its object wealth, an easy life, 
the joys of family life, or life itself. His ethic is essentially an 
ethic of sacrifice. This sacrifice may go so far as to mean the 
entire destruction of the individual in question. It is accepted 
not for any personal end but in a disinterested manner, for the 
sake of an ideal whose value exceeds that of the individual. 
Essentially it must be irrational. No law can demand it. It 
represents in the moral realm the faculty of invention, of 
newness, of creation. It is an obligation for the one who 
accomplishes it, and yet it cannot be exacted. This teaching 
on sacrifice is only the transference into the sphere of 
morality of the most intimate thought of Jesus about himself 
and his work. Just as Jesus saw in the acceptance of suffering, 
humiliation, and death the condition of his manifestation 
as a glorious Messiah, he saw, in the sacrifice demanded 
from his disciples, the way which leadeth unto life: “Who¬ 
soever will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up 
his cross, and follow me. For whosoever will save his life 
shall lose it; but whosoever shall lose his life for my sake . . ., 
the same shall save it” (Mark viii. 34-35; cf. Matt. x. 38-39; 
Luke xiv. 27, xvii. 33). 

There have been some who have tried to argue that the 
teaching of Jesus on moral questions lacks originality, and it 
is not difficult to show that he owes much to the tradition of 
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his people. 1 But a mere similarity does not constitute a con¬ 
clusive argument. What makes the originality of the moral 
thought of Jesus is not the amount of new material, whether 
great or small, which he has brought, it is the way in which 
he has linked this moral teaching with a new religious con¬ 
ception and a new religious experience. 


VIII. Conclusion 

Did Jesus feel that he was bringing a new religion to his nation? 
This question did not occur to him. His attitude towards the 
religious tradition of his people seems to have been modified 
to the extent in which experience caused the disappearance 
of the hopes or the illusions which he may have cherished at 
the outset. But although in the end he may have despaired 
of his own people, and though he may have thought that the 
economy of Judaism would have to be abrogated, he did not 
condemn the religion of the Jews, but the Jews themselves, 
because, as slaves of the letter, they did not grasp the prin¬ 
ciples laid down in the Law and the Prophets, and did not 
attempt to make them bear all the fruit which they might 
have done. It was through fidelity to the ideal Judaism that 
Jesus became detached from empirical Judaism and condemned 
it, and he did not feel that he was the founder of a new religion. 

In the volume which will follow the present work we shall 
see how a religion grew out of the work of Jesus; all that the 
early founders did, however, was to develop the feelings and 
experiences which, directly or indirectly, had been implanted 
in them through the impression made on them by his person 
and by his teaching. 

John tells how on the Cross one last saying is breathed from 
the lips of Jesus: ‘VcreAearat.” The evangelist, perhaps with¬ 
out knowing it, thus expresses a great truth. TereXearai. This 

1 For instance, the charge has sometimes been levelled at Jesus that on 
the question of divorce he was simply following the lead of Shammai and 
his school, which, in contrast to the school of Hillel, tried to limit the 
extreme facility of divorce. But Shammai merely gave a more rigid in¬ 
terpretation to the Law, whereas Jesus placed himself far above the Law 
in order to condemn the very principle of divorce itself. 
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means: It is finished. Indeed, everything seemed finished. The 
attempt made by Jesus to lead Judaism beyond itself had 
failed. Judaism had lost the opportunity of realizing all the 
latent possibilities and capacities which it possessed. Hence¬ 
forth it was to be a religion which had survived itself. The 
Sanhedrin and Pilate think that they have finished with one 
whom they believe—or pretend to believe—to be a Messianic 
agitator. The danger which they feared has been definitely 
dispelled. If at one moment on the shore of the Lake of Galilee 
the disciples of Jesus had wished to take him by force and 
make him king, never again would such a thing happen; and 
when conflicts arose later between the Empire and the Church 
they had no other cause than the intolerance of the Empire, 
which disputed with the Church its right to exist by wishing 
to impose upon its members the duty of participating in the 
official worship of the Emperor. Christianity was so little 
hostile to Rome that when the conflict of 66-70 between 
Jerusalem and Rome broke out, the Christians of Jerusalem, 
although they were still attached to Judaism, left the city and 
took refuge at Pella, in order that they might not have to 
take part in a conflict which they felt did not concern them, 
for their fatherland was neither in Jerusalem nor in Rome, 
because it was not of this world (1 Pet. ii. 11). 

But rereAecrrat also means: “Allis accomplished. 55 The work 
of Jesus was finished. The faith which he had been able to 
plant in the hearts of a few men, feeble and hesitating as it 
was, had roots which were too deep to be ever eradicated. 
Nothing was finished; in reality, everything had just begun. 
The faith in the Resurrection was about to be born, and with 
it that Christianity which was destined to conquer the Ancient 
World and to march through the centuries. 


ADDENDA 


c 


While this book was in the press a thesis for the doctorate 
Df the University of Louvain has appeared which should at 
east be mentioned, since it deals with the question of the 
Eucharist. This work is entitled, Les Origines de VEucharistie. 
Sacrement et Sacrifice, by Werner Goossens, Gembloux, Paris, I 93 1 * 
[t is an important work, remarkably well informed, which 
:ontains, among other things, a good survey of the history of 
the problem of the Eucharist, and a very full bibliography. 

Here I will simply note some of the points which show the 
position of Goossens on this question of the Last Supper ol 
[esus. 

On the question of the text of Luke his views coincide with 
mine, that is to say, he accepts the authenticity of the Eastern 
text (pp. 101-109). 

With reference to the absence of the account of the Last 
Supper in the Fourth Gospel, he alludes to the explanation 
suggested by H. Huber ( Das Herrenmahl im Neuen Testament auf 
Grund der neuesten Forschungen dargestellt und beurteilt (Inaugural 
Dissertation, Bern), Leipzig, 1929, p. 92), based upon the existence 
of the Arcani Disciplina. Goossens rightly makes the following 
objections to this theory: 

(i) We have no grounds for assuming that the Secret Disci¬ 
pline was in existence at the period when the Fourth Gospel 
was being compiled. 

(ii) That if this idea of a secret practice of the Sacrament 
were in existence at that time, it is impossible to understand 
why John spoke so freely and with so much detail about the 
Eucharist in chapter vi. Goossens himself inclines towards a 
view which is similar to that adopted by Renan, Oskar Holtz- 
mann, and Jean Reville (cf. p. 461 n. 1), and thinks that John 
did not mention the Last Supper because he had said all he 
had to say about the Eucharist in chapter vi. 

Goossens (pp. 110-127) regards the Last Supper as Paschal 
in character, and, like Billerbeck (cf. p. 432, n. 3) regards it, 
in principle, as impossible that there can be a real disagree¬ 
ment between the Synoptics and the Fourth Gospel: A real 
discrepancy in the ancient tradition concerning the date of 
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the death of Christ does not seem possible,” he writes, on 

p. 121. 

Finally, he seeks to prove that Jesus did actually institute 
the Sacrament of the Eucharist (pp. 372 ff.). In order to prove 
this thesis he tries to show the inadequacy of the theories in 
which independent critics (this is his own expression) explain 
the origin of the doctrine of the Sacrament. In my second 
volume, in which I shall deal with the subject of the Eucharist 
in the Apostolic age, I shall discuss the theories on this subject 
which have been put forward by Goossens and other Catholic 
theologians. 
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